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Participatory approaches to evaluation have long been vogue in the international
development evaluation community. However, despite their widespread use, there is a
dearth of research
development

on the impact of stakeholder participation in

evaluations.

Although

proponents

of

participatory

international

approaches

to

international development evaluation assert many advantages of their use, the evidence
to support these claims is largely anecdotal. Similarly, critics of participatory approaches
do not have empirical data on which to base their assertions. Further confusing the
matter are multiple and conflicting definitions of stakeholder and participation. Some
interpret stakeholders to mean funders while others view stakeholders as those who are
impacted by a program. Similarly, some view participation as any type of consultation with
stakeholders, while others only deem side-by-side collaboration to be participation.
Without systematic scrutiny, it is difficult to repudiate or substantiate any of
these claims. In this dissertation the primary aim is to investigate this matter by
undertaking a study that documents current practices and international development
evaluators' perceived

consequences

of

stakeholder

participation

in

development

evaluation. The following research questions are addressed: Why are participatory

approaches used in international development evaluations? How do evaluators and those
who commission them decide which stakeholders should participate and the nature of
their participation? What is the impact of participation on (i) validity and credibility, (ii)
the usefulness and use of findings, (iii) implementation of the evaluation, (iv) fairness, (v)
time and financial resources, (vi) social change, (vii) stakeholders' technical research
skills, and (viii) empowerment of stakeholders?
The findings suggest that participatory evaluation approaches are interpreted and
practiced in widely differing ways. Despite criticisms that participatory evaluation
approaches sacrifice objectivity and validity via the inclusion of stakeholders, the results
of this study provide evidence that evaluators typically maintain control of the evaluation
process. Donor dominance of the evaluation process is another important finding of this
study. These findings underscore the importance of clarity and the need for details when
discussing participatory evaluation approaches. Implications for evaluation practice and
future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Participatory approaches to evaluation of international development programs as a
legitimate form of evaluative inquiry first came to prominence in the late 1970s and early
1980s as a direct response to international development programs that were seemingly
mismatched to the needs of their intended impactees (Chambers, 1992; Townsley, 1996).
Including various stakeholder groups in the planning and evaluation process was thought
to create development programs that were better suited to these groups' needs and that
would be more effective at affecting change (Young, 1992). Thus, stakeholders were no
longer merely viewed as sources of evaluation data but also collaborators in the
evaluation

process.

Adopting

participatory

evaluation

methods

in

international

development represented a clear shift from an almost exclusive focus on donor's
priorities to an expanded focus that included intended program impactees.
Participatory evaluation approaches quickly flourished, and donors, international
nongovernmental agencies, and international aid organizations such as the United States
Agency for International Development (USAID), Food and Agricultural Organization
(FAO), United Nations (UN), World Bank (WB), Peace Corps (PC), Heifer Project
International (HPI), and Catholic Relief Services (CRS) advocated for and adopted their
use.1 Indeed, many of these same organizations developed manuals for evaluators
detailing how to implement participatory evaluation approaches and strategies (Aaaker &
Shumaker, 1994; Aubel, 1994; Chambers, 1992, 1994; Hall, 1981; Rugh, 1986; Park,
1

All acronyms appearing in this dissertation can be found in Appendix A.

1

2
1992; Scrimshaw & Gleason, 1992; Stoecker & Bonacich, 1992; Townsley, 1996; World
Bank, 1996). Participatory rural appraisal, participatory action research, communitybased participatory research, and asset-based community development are but a few
participatory approaches that were developed to evaluate international development
programs.
To this day, participatory approaches are still widely used in international
development evaluations (Cracknell, 2000). Despite their prevalence, however, there
have

been

few

empirical

studies

documenting

the

consequences

of

including

stakeholders in international development evaluations (Srimshaw & Gleason, 1992).
Even so, there have been a number of studies on participatory evaluation approaches,
but the majority have been limited in scope to North America and have dealt primarily
with education programs (Brandon, 1998; Cousins, Donohue, & Bloom, 1996).
Participatory evaluation approaches are not without debate, and supporters and
detractors have widely differing opinions about their merits. Therefore, there is a clear
need for research on participatory approaches to international development evaluations
to either justify or repudiate their use or recommend ways for them to be more effective.
One of the pertinent issues surrounding participator)' approaches to international
development evaluations is the politics of their use. Just as the programs they are
assessing, evaluations are influenced by numerous political decisions (Weiss, 1993). In
other words, from the moment they are proposed, funded, and implemented, evaluations
are influenced by politics. These political forces influence the selection of the evaluator,
evaluation questions, design, approach, implementation, and dissemination of results.
With regards to participatory approaches to international development evaluation, it is
important to understand how political forces influence (i) the choice of a participatory
approach; (ii) which stakeholders are selected; (iii) at what level stakeholders participate;

(iv) in which stage of the evaluation stakeholders participate; and (v) who is responsible
for evaluation decision-making. Ultimately, understanding the influence of politics of
participatory approaches to international development evaluations will help evaluators
plan for and mitigate their impact on issues such as i) validity and credibility, (ii) the
usefulness and use of findings, (iii) implementation of evaluation, (iv) fairness, (v) time
and financial resources, (vi) social change, (vii) stakeholders' technical research skills, and
(viii) empowerment of stakeholders.
Perhaps

the

most

serious

issue

related

to

participatory

approaches

to

international development evaluations is the lack of research on the consequences of their
use. Without empirical research, there is no way to substantiate the various claims as to
their consequences. Given the great disparity in opinion on participatory approaches to
international development evaluations, there is a clear need to determine their impact.
Advocates of stakeholder participation in evaluation argue that the inclusion of
stakeholders increases both evidential and consequential validity (Brandon, 1989). That
is, if stakeholders are included in the evaluation process, the probability of valid findings
increases as stakeholders are intimately familiar with program elements and will help
focus the evaluation. As a result of their participation, stakeholders will have a better
understanding of the evaluation, develop their evaluation and analytical skills (Mathie &
Greene, 1997; Ridde & Shakir, 2005; USAID, 1996), have greater buy-in in the
evaluation process, and will thus be more likely to use evaluation findings (Brisolara,
1998; Butterfoss, Francisco, & Capwell, 2001), and make more sound actions as a result
of the evaluation (Brisolara, 1998). Furthermore, bottom-up development projects
require corresponding evaluation approaches in which stakeholders collaborate in the
evaluation process (Patton, 2008).

On the other hand, critics of stakeholder participation believe that including
stakeholders in evaluations could potentially decrease validity due to stakeholders' bias
(Chelimsky, 2008). They further argue that stakeholders might not be qualified to
participate, which would present an additional complication to their inclusion. As a result
of including stakeholders in the evaluation process, evaluations will require more time
and financial resources. Stakeholder inclusion reduces the degree of independence in
which evaluators typically operate and raises questions of reduced objectivity (Scriven,
1975). If stakeholders

are included

in the

evaluation

process

for

reasons

of

empowerment, it can no longer be considered evaluation but rather social change or
development itself (Brisolara, 1998).
Further confusing the debate surrounding participatory methods are multiple and
conflicting interpretations and definitions of stakeholders and participation. In general, an
evaluation is considered participatory if (i) a variety of stakeholders are included in the
evaluation process, (ii) control of the evaluation process is shared between the evaluator
and stakeholders, and (iii) stakeholders have more than a mere consultative role (Cousins
& Whitmore, 1998). Despite this framework, it is not always clear nor easy to determine
if an evaluation is participator)'. Confusion arises when evaluators do not explicitly state
how

they

operationalize

stakeholders and participation. Without

knowing

which

stakeholders are included and how they participate, it is impossible to determine if an
evaluation could justifiably be identified as "participatory." And, ultimately, differing
interpretations of key terminology makes it difficult to assess and evaluate the impact
and consequences of these approaches.
Most definitions of stakeholders include a wide range of individuals connected to
a program from donors to program managers to those impacted by the program.
Stakeholders refer to all individuals connected to a program including those who funded,
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designed, implemented, and were impacted by (both positively and negatively) the
program. For example, many widely cited and used definitions of stakeholders include
the following:
I interpret the term stakeholders to mean either the members of groups
that are palpably affected by the program and who therefore will
conceivably be affected by evaluative conclusions about the program or
the members of the groups that make decisions about the future of the
program, such as decisions to continue or discontinue funding or alter
modes of program operation. (Weiss, 1983, p. 84)
Stakeholders are those affected by the outcome—negatively or
positively—or those who can affect the outcome of a proposed
intervention. (World Bank, 1996, p. 125)
A stakeholder is any person or group with an interest in the project being
evaluated or in the results of the evaluation. Stakeholders include:
funders, project staff and administrators, project participants or
customers, community leaders, collaborating agencies, and others with a
direct, or even indirect, interest in program effectiveness. (W. K. Kellogg
Foundation, n.d., K 2)
The term stakeholder is commonly used to refer to those who should be
involved in or may be affected by a program evaluation. Stakeholders
include clients and others who will use the evaluation to make decisions,
such as school, university, and hospital boards, state boards of education,
and advisory committees; individual administrators; legislators;
instructional and training staffs; and the large group of consumers who
purchase the goods and services being assessed. Furthermore, typical
stakeholders include the individuals and groups whose work is being
studied, those who will be affected by the results, community
organizations, and the general public. (Joint Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation, 1994, p. 25)
Oftentimes, however, in practice evaluators refer to stakeholders and their role in
the evaluation process without specifically detailing which stakeholders were included.
This raises a number of more or less serious problems because without knowing which
stakeholders were included (i.e., donors and program staff or targeted and untargeted
impactees), it is virtually impossible to determine whether an evaluation approach is

participatory. In most cases, the categories of stakeholders that are included in
evaluations are much more limited than in the definitions listed above. Indeed,
participatory evaluation approaches arose precisely because they expanded

upon

traditional evaluation models, which almost always only included donors and program
staff. Thus, having clear explanations of which stakeholders were included in the
evaluation process is a critical component for determining if an evaluation approach is in
fact participatory.
However, knowing which stakeholders were included in the evaluation process is
necessary but not sufficient in determining whether an approach is participatory. Indeed,
Jean King has asserted

that, "[fjo

a certain extent all program

evaluation is

participator)'—evaluators must, after all, talk to someone when framing a study" (2007,
p. 83). Cousins and Whitmore (1998), on the other hand, propose that in addition to
including a range of stakeholders, participatory evaluation methods give stakeholders
more control and greater involvement in the evaluation process. To determine whether
an evaluation approach is participatory, the depth of participation of stakeholders and
control of decision-making must be assessed. Therefore, it is important that evaluators
clearly state in what capacity stakeholders are included in the evaluation process. This is
particularly true as many evaluators view participation as any type of consultation with
stakeholders while others only deem side-by-side collaboration participation.
In this dissertation, a definition of participatory evaluation is used that is based
on both Cousins and Earl's (1992) definition: "applied social research that involves a
partnership between trained and practice-based decision makers, organization members
with program responsibility, or people with a vital interest in the program" (p. 399) and
Rebien

(1996)

"a

problem-solving

process

in

which

intervention

stakeholders

systematically collect and analyse data on the project through joint effort, and use that

information to change implementation accordingly" (p.70. Participatory evaluation is an
evaluation in which one or more stakeholder groups play an active role in one or all
phases of the evaluation. At the minimum, stakeholders must be included in a capacity
greater than that of a mere data source.

Statement of Problem
Despite their wide-spread use, there is a dearth of research on the impact of participatory
approaches in international development evaluations on issues such as validity and
credibility, the usefulness and use of findings, implementation of evaluation, fairness,
time and financial resources, social change, stakeholders' technical research skills, and
empowerment of stakeholders. Although proponents of participatory approaches to
international development evaluation assert many advantages of their use, the evidence
to support these claims is largely anecdotal. Similarly, critics of participatory approaches
do not have empirical data on which to base their assertions. Without systematic
scrutiny, it is difficult to repudiate or substantiate any of these claims. In this dissertation
the primary aim is to investigate this matter by undertaking a systematic study that
documents

current practices and international development evaluators' perceived

consequences of stakeholder participation in development evaluation.
The first research question is what are the politics of stakeholder participation in
international development

evaluation? Specifically, who

(i.e., which

stakeholders)

participates in international development evaluations? How do stakeholders participate
(i.e., in what capacity and in what stage of the evaluation do they participate)? Why are
participatory evaluation approaches used (i.e., are they selected because of political
pressure by donors or even development community norms) and in what circumstances
do they work best?

The second research question is what are the consequences of stakeholder
participation in international development evaluation? In other words, what are the
perceived impacts of participation on (i) validity and credibility, (ii) the usefulness and
use of findings, (iii) implementation of evaluation, (iv) fairness, (v) time and financial
resources, (vi) social change, (vii) stakeholders' technical research skills, and (viii)
empowerment of stakeholders? Finally, what are the challenges associated with the use
of participatory evaluation approaches?

Aim and Scope of the Dissertation
In short, the specific questions investigated in this dissertation will contribute to the
evaluation field by providing an empirical study on participatory approaches to
international development evaluation to (i) better understand current trends and practice;
(ii) describe the perceived impacts of participatory evaluation; and (iii) help improve
future evaluation practice. As part of this research, a lexicon and catalogue of current
practices in stakeholder participation in development evaluation will be created. This will
serve as a resource to evaluators who wish to have a greater understanding of how
participatory methods are implemented by various evaluators in a multitude of contexts
and manners. Specific attention will also be given to the great complexity of the term
"stakeholders." It will examine how consistent most evaluations are when considering
stakeholders. Finally, and most importantly, the research presented in this dissertation
will contribute to empirical knowledge on evaluation practice, particularly as it relates to
stakeholder participation.
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Organization of the Dissertation
This dissertation is organized into five chapters. In the current chapter, the nature of the
problem and the specific aim and scope of the dissertation were presented. In the second
chapter, the review of the literature, the contextual background for this study is
provided. First, general evaluation concepts as they relate to this study are presented and
explained. In this section, terms used within this dissertation such as value, stakeholder,
participation, and evaluation phase are clearly delineated. Because one of the biggest
problems surrounding participatory evaluation is multiple interpretations of terminology,
it is critical that the definitions of these concepts be clearly detailed. Research on
participatory evaluation including the range of methods and approaches, frameworks for
categorizing approaches, and advantages and disadvantages of their use are presented
next. In the last section of the second chapter current trends in international
development evaluation are presented. Included in this section is a discussion of who
commissions evaluations; international development standards; and evaluation methods
and approaches typically used in international development evaluations.
In Chapter III the methodology used to study the politics and consequences of
participation in development evaluation is presented. This includes the presentation of
the specific aims and objectives of the study, its guiding research questions, study design,
procedure, and method of data collection for a systematic review of international
development reports, survey sample of international development evaluators, and
interviews with international development evaluators. Issues related to the strategies used
to recruit participants and mechanisms for their protection are also presented.
Chapter IV is dedicated to presenting the results of the study. The chapter begins
with a summary of the characteristics of the units of analysis for each of the three data
collections methods. Next, findings related to the key study questions on politics (i.e.,

who: which stakeholders are included in participator)' evaluation approaches, how: in
what capacity do they participate, why: why are participatory evaluation approaches used
and in what circumstances do they work best) and consequences (what: what are the
perceived impacts of participatory evaluation approaches and what are the challenges
associated with their use) are triangulated based on data from different respondent
groups and different data collection methods and presented. Finally, the chapter
concludes with a summary of key findings.
In Chapter V all preceding chapters are incorporated and the conclusions of this
study are presented. The implications of these conclusions for international development
evaluations are discussed. Finally, suggestions for future empirical research in this area
are offered.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter, the findings are presented from a literature review conducted to place
this dissertation into context. This study draws heavily on the works of others, which
helped frame and situate the research questions, methodology, and, design. Thus, it is
necessary to present the work on which this research is based. Although this study
purports to make new contributions to the field, it has been enriched greatly and guided
by numerous other evaluators, theorists, and practitioners. Without consideration and
study of these works, this present research cannot be properly contextualized and
understood.
Another purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of key concepts in
evaluation as they relate to this study. It is important to note that the purpose of this
chapter is neither to instruct nor inform readers on evaluation. Rather, this chapter
purports to detail clearly how evaluation related topics and concepts are used in this
study. Because evaluation is operationalized in widely varying formats in different
disciplines, it is important that the meanings of the concepts and terms used in this
research be clearly defined and explained.
This chapter begins with an overview of key concepts in evaluation as they relate
to this study. Next, an overview of international development evaluation is provided.
Finally, the history and evaluation of participatory methods in evaluation are presented
and examined.
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Key Concepts in Evaluation as They Relate to This Study
Evaluation is the systematic and objective determination of the merit, worth, and
significance of something (Scriven, 2007). More simply put, when one evaluates they are
looking at questions of quality, value in terms of cost and benefit, and overall
importance. Although there are a wide range of things that can be evaluated (products,
proposals, personnel, portfolios, performances, policies), this study deals with the
evaluation of programs.

The Logic of Evaluation
Even though evaluation methodologies and approaches can be very complicated and
involve a multitude of components, all evaluations are composed of four basic steps
(Coryn, 2007). The first step in any evaluation is to establish criteria of merit, worth, and
significance.

In

other words, the

specific

dimensions

(e.g., cost

effectiveness,

sustainability, fidelity) on which the program will be evaluated are specified. Next,
standards for each of the criteria are determined. These are precise standards that
determine at what level a program must perform in order to be considered poor,
adequate, or good. The third step is to compare the program's performance to these
standards. The final step in all evaluations is to synthesize all of this information into an
overall evaluative conclusion.
The four steps outlined above are called the logic of evaluation (Scriven, 1991).
Even though evaluations are complicated endeavors comprised of myriad activities, they
are essentially just extensions of these four basic steps. It has been argued that it is the
fourth step that differentiates evaluation from other forms of inquiry (Scriven, 2007). If
research is interested in answering the question "What's so?" then evaluation is
concerned with determining "So what?" (Davidson, 2005; Scriven, 2007).
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Values and Criteria
One often heard criticism of evaluation is that it is not a rigorous science because of the
use of values. It is true that many evaluators refer to the value of a program. By doing so
they are referring to the relative merit, worth, or significance of a program. In other
words, they are discussing the criteria by which the program is or will be evaluated. They
are not, as is mistakenly inferred, using their own personal values to determine the merit,
worth, or significance of a program. Although evaluators, as are all social scientists, are
influenced and shaped by their personal values and perspectives (Greene, 2009), an
evaluator should never exclusively use his/her own personal values or beliefs when
evaluating a program. This would represent a clear violation of the objectivity tenant on
which the entire discipline is based. Rather, the criteria and standards by which a
program is to evaluated should be demonstrably defensible (Coryn, 2007; Youker, 2006).
In order to avoid this confusion and possible discredit, it is advisable to avoid using the
word values when describing how a program will be evaluated. As values in this context
are synonymous for criteria, this latter term will be used throughout this dissertation.

Evaluation Phases
Not to be confused with the logic of evaluation, the phases of the evaluation are the
distinct processes of the overall evaluation. Although the timing, duration, and
sequencing may vary, most evaluations are composed of these phases. The primary
purpose of detailing these phases in this section is to clearly state how these terms will be
used in this dissertation. The importance of having a common definition

and

interpretation of key evaluation concepts and terms is critical to contextualizing this
research.

The first phase of any evaluation is to design how it will be developed and
implemented. It is necessary to determine the evaluation questions or, in other words,
what program elements the evaluation will be examining. In some evaluations, specific
questions will be developed; in others, the evaluation will be specified in terms objectives
or purposes. Also included in this phase is identifying the criteria of merit, worth, and
significance (sometimes called valuing). The dimensions on which the program will be
evaluated are identified and corresponding standards are established. Finally, in this
phase the methodology to be used in the evaluation is developed including what
approach will used, data collection methods, forms of analysis, etc. The second phase of
an evaluation is where data are collected. In the third and fourth phases of an evaluation
data are analyzed, reported and disseminated.

Formative and Summative Evaluation
There are two main purposes for conducting evaluations. Formative evaluation is usually
conducted during the development of a program or a product and is done with the
intent to improve (Scriven, 1991). In contrast, summative evaluation is conducted at the
end or near the end of a program for judgment and decision-making purposes (i.e.,
whether the program/product was good and should be continued) (adapted from
Scriven, 1991). Both formative and summative evaluations address issues of design,
implementation,

and

outcomes.

What

differentiates

formative

and

summative

evaluations is not what areas they address but why the evaluation is being conducted (i.e.,
for improvement purposes versus an overall judgment on the program including
whether or not it should be continued).
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Internal Versus External Evaluation
As a general rule, evaluations that are conducted by program staff are considered internal
evaluations while evaluations conducted by nonprogram staff are classified as external
evaluations. Interestingly, it is not always easy to differentiate between these two types of
evaluation. Using the case of the Farmer-to-Farmer (FtF) program, which provides
volunteer technical assistance to farmers and agribusinesses in developing countries, the
ambiguity related to the internal versus external becomes readily apparent. The FtF
program is funded by USAID and implemented by partner organizations. Because it
receives federal government monies, the FtF program is subject to

mandatory

evaluations. In fact, the FtF program is periodically subject to multiple evaluations
commissioned by the FtF headquarters office, the USAID Office of Economic Growth
Agriculture and Trade, and the local USAID mission offices. While it might be tempting
to say that all of these evaluations are internal evaluations as they are all commissioned
by USAID, the funding organization of the FtF program, determining whether or not an
evaluation is external or internal is dependent upon who is conducting the evaluation.
For example, if the FtF headquarters office commissions external consultants to conduct
the evaluation this would be considered an external evaluation. Conversely, if USAID
evaluation staff were to conduct the evaluation, this would clearly be an internal
evaluation.
In general practice, formative evaluations are often conducted internally while
summative evaluations are often done externally. Internal formative evaluations are seen
by some to have more credibility than external formative evaluations because the internal
evaluators have access to more contextual, inside information. On the other hand,
external summative evaluations tend to be viewed as having more credibility than
internal evaluations as the threat of bias and subjectivity is thought to be reduced

(Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004). In other words, if evaluators do not have direct
ties to the program that is being evaluated, there is supposedly a diminished likelihood
that findings will be impartial.
The consequences of summative evaluations (deciding to continue or terminate
programs) tend to be greater than for formative evaluations. For this reason, it is widely
believed that summative evaluations should be conducted by external evaluators.
However, the threat of subjectivity is not entirely removed with the use of external
evaluators. Many international development organizations retain over multiple years the
same evaluators to conduct evaluations. In order to secure future evaluation contracts,
there is a risk that evaluation consultants will minimize reporting on shortcomings
and/or deficiencies. In such instances, the bias of external evaluators could potentially
outweigh those of internal evaluators. This is not to say that external evaluators working
on multi-year evaluation contracts is a bad model to follow. Ideally, the evaluator/client
relationship should be such that the evaluator has no fear of losing contracts as the result
of negative evaluation findings.
The question now remains of where participatory evaluations fall on the
internal/external evaluation spectrum. Participatory evaluations could potentially be
classified as either internal (individuals who are invested in or related to the program
included in the evaluation) or external (the evaluation is being facilitated or controlled by
an evaluator external to the program but includes gaining the perspectives of persons
who should have benefited by the program). Ultimately, the internal/external evaluation
issue is not simply a question of who conducts the evaluation: evaluator versus
stakeholder. As is shown in the section on participatory evaluation approaches below,
stakeholders can be included in many different manners in an evaluation. Indeed, there
isn't even consensus on who is meant by the term stakeholder.
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Stakeholders
Generally speaking, stakeholders are "people who have a stake or vested interested in the
program, policy, or product being evaluated and therefore also have a stake in the
evaluation (Greene, 2005)." All too often, discussions of stakeholders are limited to
program staff and intended program recipients. Such a focus is too narrow and excludes
numerous other categories. Fitzpatrick, Sanders, and Worthen (2004, pg. 54) take a more
expansive approach to stakeholders which they define as "individuals and groups who
have a direct interest in and may be affected by the program being evaluated or the
evaluation's results." They operationalize

stakeholders to include policy makers,

administrators or managers, practitioners, primary consumers, and secondary consumers.
In the Encyclopedia of Evaluation, Greene

(2005) identifies

four

types of

stakeholders: (i) people who have authority over the program (policy makers, funders,
and advisory boards); (ii) people who have direct responsibility for the program
(program developers, administrators, program managers, and program staff); (iii)
intended program beneficiaries and their families and communities; and (iv) and those
disadvantaged by the program (those who lost funding). Scriven's (1991) notion of
stakeholders expands on this definition by including taxpayers and stockholders (who
may never even have heard of the program yet hold company shares) in Greene's first
category; "inventors, instigators, or supporters of the program" in the second category;
and includes a separate "opponents" category which, in certain circumstances, is to be
included in the fourth category.
There is certain logic to collapsing categories three and four into a program
impactee category. This category would include both targeted and untargeted impactees as
well as direct and indirect impactees. Each of these categories could then be further divided
into benevolent and malevolent impactee. categories. Note that the word impactee is preferable

to the often used term beneficiary. The latter term infers that the impact was positive while
in many cases that impact is in fact negative. For this reason, the use of impactee reduces
imposed bias as to the true outcome of the program. In the Key Evaluation Checklist,
Scriven (2004) refers to upstream impactees (funding agency, taxpayers, and political
supporters),

midstream

impactees

(program

staff),

downstream

impactees

(recipients/users of the services/products), and alternative impactees (those who could
have been impacted as well as those who can have been protected from impact).
Targeted impactees are those individuals whom the program is intending to
impact (intended beneficiaries). For example, participants in technical assistance training,
micro-finance loan recipients, and recipients of polio vaccines would all be examples of
targeted impactees. A targeted benevolent impactee is someone whom the program
intended to impact and who was positively impacted by the program (e.g., someone
whose yield increased as a result of new knowledge learned though technical training or
increased revenue resulting from a new business made possible from a loan). A targeted
malevolent impactee is someone whom the program intended to impact but who was
negatively impacted by the program (e.g., someone who had an adverse reaction to the
polio vaccine or and H I V / A I D S patient whose health deteriorated due to exertion after
receiving a cow through program participation).
Conversely, untargeted impactees are those individuals who are impacted by a
program but whom the program is not specifically intending to impact. For example,
input suppliers of new business owners who received a micro-finance loan as part of a
program are cases of untargeted impactees. An untargeted benevolent impactee is an
individual positively impacted by a program but who was not someone whom the
program intended to impact (e.g., the neighbor in the example above whose revenue
increases as a result of increased yield and subsequent sales). An untargeted malevolent

impactee is an individual who is negatively impacted by a program but who was not
someone whom the program intended to impact. Examples of untargeted malevolent
impactees include a privately operated bank who loses business as a result of a microfinance program, a dairy processor who faces lower market prices due to the formation
of a new dairy cooperative, and a fertilizer supplier who loses sales due to farmers who
switched to organic farming methodscan source their own fertilizer after technical
training.
A direct impactee is "someone who uses a product, receives a service,
participates in a program, or is directly affected by a policy" (Davidson, 2005). Examples
of these are the individuals who participate in integrated pest management training,
receive vaccinations, and who are impacted by a government mandated tariff reduction.
A benevolent direct impactee is an individual who has a direct and positive impact from
a program. For example, as a result of access to a solar powered computer an individual
is able to identify and access a scholarship to a post-secondary degree. A malevolent
direct impactee is an individual who has a direct and negative impact from a program.
For example, a farmer who struggles to maintain competiveness due to a reduced
government import tariff is an example of a malevolent direct impactee.
An indirect impactee is someone who did not participate directly in a program
but who was impacted via a "ripple effect" (Scriven, 2004). For example, neighbors of
program participants who observe and subsequently adopt improved crop rotation
techniques are indirect impactees. A benevolent indirect impactee is someone who did
not participate directly but nonetheless was positively impacted by it (e.g., an individual
who experiences fewer gastro-intestinal problems after observing and adopting his wife's
[a program participant] practice of washing her hands with soap). A malevolent indirect
impactee is someone who did not participate directly in a program but who was

negatively impacted by it. An individual who was passed up for promotion because his
co-worker participated in a job skills training is an example of a malevolent indirect
impactee.
Although the differences between these categories of impactees seem clear,
depending on the context they can be difficult to differentiate. For example, at first
glance targeted and direct impactees appear be the same. In fact, in many circumstances
an impactee could be both targeted and direct. For example, any individual who was
specifically targeted by a program (say all children under the age of 8 in village X) receive
a program service (a polio vaccination). However, it is possible to be both an untargeted
and direct impactee. A dairy producer who faces dramatically reduced prices as a result
of market flooding due to a food monetization program is an example of an individual
who was directly impacted by a program but who was not targeted.
The discussion above demonstrates how understanding what is meant by
stakeholder is not always readily apparent. Many evaluation reports will state that
stakeholders were included in the evaluation process. However, this tells little about who
exactly participated as a wide range of individuals can be considered stakeholders.
Identifying all relevant stakeholders can be difficult as certain groups might be repressed
or difficult to reach (Norchi & Chibber, 2003). Ultimately, this discussion serves as an
important reminder of the need for clarity when discussing evaluation stakeholders. As
will be seen in the following section on participatory methods in evaluation, there is a
great deal of ambiguity as who people are referring to when discussing stakeholders.
Perhaps more troubling, perspectives on stakeholders tend to be narrow in that many
key players are excluded from consideration. In this dissertation, to avoid confusion,
stakeholders will be explicitly described using Scriven's aforementioned categories:
upstream, midstream, downstream, and alternative stakeholders.
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Overview of International Development Evaluation
International development assistance (aid hereafter) began after the Second World War
with the formation of organizations such as the United Nations (1942), Oxfam (1944),
and CARE (1944), and the launching of the Marshall Plan (Hjertholm & White, 2000).
Specifically, "aid interventions are deliberate and intentional attempts on the part of a
public or private body—the aid agency—to introduce development to a recipient
organization, whether the latter be public, private or a group of interventions" (Rebien,
1996, p. 2). Since its initial inception, aid has grown substantially, both in terms of
financial and personnel investments. According to the Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD), in 2007 official development assistance (ODA)
totaled US $103.5 billion.

Phases in Aid Evaluation
Although there has always been some sort of evaluation of aid activities, systematic
monitoring and evaluation of aid did not begin until the late 1970s and early 1980s
(Rebien, 1996). According to the O E C D ' s Development Assistance

Committee's

Principles for the Evaluation of Development Assistance, the main purposes of evaluation are "to
improve future aid policy, programmes and projects through feedback of lessons learned
and to provide a basis for accountability, including the provision of information to the
public" (1991, p. 5). However, evaluation not only influences future aid policy but is also
influenced by current aid policy. As such, there have been considerable changes in
evaluation approaches and efforts over the years. In this section, two schemas for
analyzing trends in aid evaluation are presented.
Expanding upon Hjertholm and White's (2000) classification of developments in
aid from the 1940s to the early 2000s, Sasaki (2007) traced trends in aid evaluation from

the 1960s to the early 2000s. Aid evaluation commenced with a focus on determining a
program's worth in terms of its economic rate of return. Most of the evaluations
conducted in the 1960s included the use of cost-benefit analysis and economic rate of
return (ERR). These methods assume that a program's outputs can be monetized and
measured (Valdez & Bamberger, 1994). ERR's were not always seen as sufficient for
determining a program's success or merit and some authors argued for the development
of more informative means of evaluating programs (Hirschman, 1967).
In the 1970s, USAID developed the logical framework approach to guide
program design and evaluation (Cracknell, 2000; Dearden & Kowalskil, 2001; Rebien,
1996; Valdez & Bamberger, 1994). Most often called logframes, this

framework

"translates program theory into a series of monitorable indicators so that progress can be
tracked and factors determining achievement of outputs and impacts can be assessed"
(Bamberger, Rugh, & Mabry, 2006, p. 182). This period saw a remarkable increase in the
sophistication of economic cost-benefit analyses, particularly with the use of shadow
pricing (Little & Mirrlees, 1994; Sasaki, 2007). Ultimately, while ERRs are seen as useful
in terms of the contribution of a development program, they should not be considered
as the sole criterion of a program's merits (Cassen, 1994).
The 1980s saw a shift towards participator)' evaluation and empowerment
approaches (Chambers, 1994, 2007)\ During this decade, there was an increased focus
on overall aid effectiveness as a result of Cassen's (1986) landmark study Does Aid Work?
Cassen's comprehensive study assessed the impact of aid at the country- and crosscountry level and yielded largely inconclusive findings (Riddell, 2007). This sparked great
interest and debate in the development community over whether aid was having its
intended impact This period was also marked by a shift towards the importance and
1

Note. A discussion on participatory evaluation approaches is covered thoroughly in the following section.

value of learning from local insights (Salmen & Keller, 2006).
In the 1990s, the DAC developed five criteria for evaluating internadonal
development programs: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability.
These criteria were developed with the intent of improving aid effectiveness and have
since been widely adopted and used by bilateral, multilateral, and international non
government agencies (Chianca, 2007). The DAC evaluation criteria also represented a
clear shift away from a focus on judging aid's impact by ERRs alone. Sasaki argues that
another pivotal development during the 1990s was the introduction of results based
management (RBM) through strategic planning and performance measurement. With the
advent of aid's focus on sector-wide programs came a call for the development of
appropriate evaluation frameworks and methodologies. The 2000s have seen an
emergence of the promotion of evidence-based evaluation practices with a particular
emphasis on experimental designs (Ridden, 2007; Sasaki, 2007). Some authors have
advocated for the inclusion of participatory approaches to improve experimental designs
(Jones, Jones, Steer, & Datta, 2009).
In the United States, there has been a recent push towards developing an
independent M&E unit that would oversee the evaluation systems, policies, and practices
for all foreign assistance (i.e, USAID, MCC, Department of State). This center would
"play a strong role in capacity building including developing common M&E standards
and requirements across all foreign assistance agencies, developing career incentives to
support a learning culture, mentor and support agencies' M&E offices, strengthening
training and providing leadership in building host country capacity to monitor and
evaluate their own development (Blue, Clapp-Wincek, & Benner, pg. iv-v, 2009)."
Other authors have analyzed changes in aid evaluation according to theme or
phases. Cracknell (2000) suggests that there have been four distinct phases of aid

evaluation: phase one (from the late 1960s to 1978), phase two (from 1979 to 1984),
phase three (from 1985 to 1988), and phase four (1988 to present). Phase one comprised
the early development in the field, when evaluation first began to be included in the
project lifecycle. The introduction of logical frameworks helped incorporate evaluation
into the planning phases. However, during this period, evaluation was still second fiddle
to economic analysis. Cracknell pinpoints the start of phase two to cuts in program
budgets that required identifying and supporting only the best programs. This, Cracknell
argues, spurred great interest in evaluation and, subsequently, an increase in financial and
personnel investment. Internal monitoring and evaluation units were established and
multi-lateral organizations began to coordinate evaluation efforts. Cracknell's third phase
comes after the publication of two highly influential evaluation reports on the
effectiveness of international development activities. During this period great changes
took place in how international aid was administered and subsequently evaluated.
Cracknell's fourth phase comprises a shift towards participatory evaluation approaches
with an emphasis on developing impactees' capacity to participate and conduct
evaluations.

Participatory Methods in Evaluation
There is perhaps even less consensus on what is meant by participatory evaluation than
there is on the topic of stakeholders. Indeed, the range of methods that is classified as
participatory is widely varying. For some, participatory evaluation methods are those
involving any type of consultation with stakeholders. For others, an evaluation is not
truly participatory unless key stakeholders are actively involved in all stages of the
evaluation. On a deeper level, participatory methods can be seen as both an expansion of
decision making and, in some circumstances, an opportunity to shift power dynamics

and promote social change (Cousins & Whitmore, 1998). Given this ambiguity, before
any discussion of participatory methods in evaluation is undertaken, there is a need to
define clearly participatory evaluation and state how it will be used throughout this
dissertation.

Definitions of Participation
The Merriam-Webster (2003) dictionary lists two definitions for the word participate: (i)
to possess some of the attributes of a person, thing, or quality and (ii) to take part and to
have a part or share in something. Participation is defined simply as the "act of
participating." Using the second part of the definition above, we can see that the literal
definition of participation is the act of taking part. Although this definition seems obvious
and self-evident, what does it mean to take part in an evaluation? And, who (i.e., which
stakeholders) is it that takes part in the evaluation? A review of the evaluation literature
reveals a multitude of definitions and interpretations of participatory methods. Given the
vast number of definitions of participatory evaluation, in this section we will only
highlight the most prevailing and influential.
The Encyclopedia of Evaluation (2005) defines participatory evaluation as "an
overarching term for any evaluation approach that involves program staff or participants
actively in decision

making

and

other

activities

related

to

the

planning

and

implementation of evaluation studies" (p. 291). Note that this definition is very broad
and could include both evaluations where stakeholders are actively involved in data
collection and analysis or where stakeholders are simply given a voice in deciding the
evaluation questions. This definition

refers to stakeholders as program staff or

participants and does not mention upstream or alternative stakeholders.

Cousins is one of the most frequently cited and prolific theorists on participatory
evaluation. His definition of participatory evaluation is "applied social research that
involves a partnership between trained and practice-based decision makers, organization
members with program responsibility, or people with a vital interest in the program"
(Cousins & Earl, 1992, p. 399). In simpler terms, participatory evaluation is merely
"members of two different professional communities working in partnership" (Cousins
& Earl, 1999, p. 311) or a partnership between someone who is trained in evaluation
methodology and those who are not. The definition is so broad that stakeholders are
neither excluded nor included because specific stakeholder groups are not mentioned
nor are specific evaluation tasks detailed.
Adding to the confusion surrounding this issue, many evaluation theorists and
practitioners use the terms participatory, collaborative, and sometimes even empowerment
evaluation interchangeably (Cousins, 1996; Cousins, Dohohue, & Bloom, 1996; Cousins &
Whitmore, 1998; Fetterman, 1994, 2002, 2005; O'Sullivan & D'Agostino, 2002; Weaver
& Cousins, 2004). O'Sullivan and D'Agostino (2002) note that "the term collaborative
evaluation often is used interchangeably with participatory and/or
evaluation"

(p.

373)

and

cite

the

American

Evaluation

empowerment

Association

(AEA)

Collaborative/Participatory/Empowerment Evaluation Topical Interest Group (TIG) as
evidence of the synonymous nature of these terms. Indeed, Cousins places participatory
evaluation under the genre of collaborative evaluation (Weaver & Cousins, 2004). His
definition of collaborative evaluation, "evaluators collaborating in some fashion with
program practitioners and/or stakeholders (non-evaluators) to provide information to
answer key evaluative questions of primary stakeholders" is virtually indistinguishable
from his definition for participatory evaluation (Cousins, Donohue, & Bloom, 1996, p.
208). Participatory evaluation and collaborative evaluation have also been categorized as
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inclusive evaluation approaches (Ryan, Green, Lincoln, Mathison, & Mertens, 1998). In
short, in practice there is a lack of consensus of what is meant by "participatory
evaluation."
Estrella and Gaventa (1998) conducted a literature review of global participatory
monitoring and evaluation (PM&E) approaches and discovered "there is great variation
in the way organizations, field practitioners, researchers, etc. understand the meaning and
practice of participatory monitoring and evaluation." The literature review found that
there is no single, coherent conceptual definition of PM&E; rather, there is wide scope
for interpretation, as PM&E may mean different things to different people" (p.4.).
Estrella et. al's (2000 p. 10) later work states that while participatory forms of evaluation
should include a " wider sphere of stakeholders," there is great confusion as how
stakeholders is defined and often results in the exclusion of "marginalized groups, i.e.,
women, the poor, and non-literate."
The following passage from Cousins (2003) exemplifies the extent of the
confusion surrounding participatory evaluation:
Participatory evaluation (PE) turns out to be a variably used and. illdefined approach to evaluation that, juxtaposed to more conventional
forms and approaches, has generated much controversy in educational
and social and human services evaluation. Despite a relatively wide array
of evaluation and evaluation-related activities subsumed by the term,
evaluation scholars and practitioners continue to use it freely often with
only passing mention of their own conception of it. There exists much
confusion in the literature as to the meaning, nature, and form of PE and
therefore the conditions under which it is most appropriate and the
consequences to which it might be expected to lead. (p. 245)
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Frameworks for Distinguishing Among Participatory Evaluation
Approaches
Given the prevalence of so many similar participatory evaluation approaches, having a
means by which to distinguish approaches is necessary. Feuerstein (1986) argues that
there are four categories of participation: study specimens, refusing to share results,
locking up the expertise, and real partnership in development. Cousins, Donohue, &
Bloom (1996) developed a widely cited framework for differentiating among types of
participatory approaches which was subsequently developed by Cousins and Whitmore
(1998) and refined by Weaver and Cousins (2004). According to the original framework,
all forms of participatory evaluation can be divided along three dimensions: (i) control of
the evaluation process, (ii) stakeholder selection for participation (i.e., which stakeholders
are included in the evaluation), and (iii) depth of participation (i.e., in what capacity do
stakeholders participate?). Participatory evaluation approaches fall somewhere on the
continuum for each of these dimensions. As each of these dimensions is independent of
each other, they are best imagined in a three-dimensional space. In the following
paragraphs, each of these three dimensions are discussed separately.
Control of the evaluation process. This dimension focuses on who has the decisionmaking power for the evaluation. Although a variety of stakeholders may play a part in
the conduct of the evaluation, who is ultimately responsible for making decisions relating
to the evaluation? On one end of the continuum, decision-making rests solely with the
evaluator. Stakeholders would have no control or decision-making powers in the
evaluation. In some cases, stakeholders might be interviewed or consulted in order to
collect background information on the program, but they would have no control or
input on how the evaluation is conducted. In other cases, stakeholders would neither be
consulted nor interviewed as part of the evaluation. On the other end of the continuum,

stakeholders would be responsible for making all decisions relating to the evaluation.
Somewhere in the middle of the continuum, stakeholders would be consulted regarding
the conduct of the evaluation and perhaps would have a voice on key evaluation issues,
but ultimately the evaluator would be in control of all evaluation related decisions.
Stakeholder selection for participation. The next dimension in the framework concerns
which stakeholders are included in the evaluation. Here, Cousins and Whitmore are
somewhat vague about who is meant by stakeholders, referring to the two ends of the
spectrum as primary users and all legitimate groups (1998). Primary users are described
as program sponsors, managers, developers, and implementers. All legitimate users are
defined as "program or project beneficiaries" (Cousins & Whitmore, 1998). Cousins later
describes primary users as "those with a vital stake in the program and its evaluation"
(2001). The definition of all legitimate stakeholders is also expanded to include
"developers, implementers, sponsors, beneficiaries, special interest group members"
(Cousins, Donohue, & Bloom, 1996, p. 209).
Using Scriven's four categories of stakeholder groups defined previously in this
chapter, this framework puts upstream and midstream stakeholders on one end of the
spectrum and downstream stakeholders on the other. However, not all possible
categories of upstream stakeholders (i.e., taxpayers and perhaps political supporters) are
expressly

mentioned.

Additionally,

there

is no

explicit

mention

of

alternative

stakeholders such as those who were negatively impacted or excluded altogether.
There is a need for clearly stating and defining which stakeholders were included
in the evaluation process. Using the terms "primary users" and "all legitimate stakeholder
groups," adds to the confusion surrounding stakeholder groups as there could be vastly
differing interpretations of what is meant by each of these terms. Evaluators need to
detail which stakeholders are included in participatory evaluations, how they were

selected, and who chose which stakeholders were to be included. Moreover, in some
cases the rationale for including and excluding stakeholder groups should also be
provided. This framework would benefit from using Scriven's stakeholder classifications.
In this way, on one end of the continuum would be upstream stakeholders. The other
end of the continuum would include all four stakeholder groups (upstream, midstream,
downstream, and alternative).
Depth of participation. The third and final dimension addresses the capacity to
which stakeholders participate in the evaluation. The ends of the continuum are defined
as "consultation with no decision-making control or responsibility to deep participation
(involvement in all aspects of an evaluation from design, data collection, analysis, and
reporting to decisions about dissemination of results and use)" (Cousins & Whitmore,
1998). As currently defined, there seems to be some overlap between this dimension and
the first dimension regarding control of the evaluation process. Indeed, using decisionmaking as a characteristic of this dimension renders it difficult to distinguish between
what is meant by control of decision making and depth of participation.
Looking at how Cousins and Whitmore classify evaluation approaches using this
framework, it becomes clear that this dimension is intended to deal primarily with the
evaluation phases in which stakeholders participate. For example, the authors describe
stakeholder-based

evaluation

as

having

limited

depth

of

participation

because

stakeholders are consulted only in the planning and interpretation stages (1998).
Democratic evaluation is classified as having moderate depth of participation because
stakeholders control interpretation and reporting. Finally, empowerment evaluation is
classified as having extensive depth of participation because stakeholders participate in
all phases of the evaluation.

This third dimension causes confusion as it refers to decision making or
responsibility. These issues are best covered under the first dimension. Instead, this
dimension should deal exclusively with the stages in and the degree to which
stakeholders participate. In this way, on one end of the continuum, stakeholders would
participate in all phases of the evaluation: design, data collection, reporting, and
disseminating. The other end of the continuum is not so easy to determine.
While it might seem that the other end of the depth of the participation
spectrum should be stakeholders not participating in any phase of the evaluation, it is
important to remember that this framework is for evaluating participatory evaluation
approaches, not all types of evaluation. Therefore, the anchors for this dimension should
be related to participatory approaches. Participatory evaluation approaches, by their very
nature, have to include some sort of participation on the part of stakeholders; if not, they
wouldn't be considered participatory.
It could also be argued that there is some sort of stakeholder participation in all
evaluations. Indeed, King (2007) argues that, "To a certain extent all program evaluation
is participatory—evaluators must, after all, talk to someone when framing a study..." (p.
83). At the very least, stakeholders are included in some capacity in the conduct of an
evaluation as they are often the ones that either request the evaluation or determine the
evaluation questions. For these reasons, the other end of the spectrum for this
dimension should be very limited/almost no stakeholder participation in the evaluation.
Ideally, this dimension would be divided into two. In this way, one dimension
would deal with depth of participation (consultative versus deep participation) and the
other dimension would deal with evaluation phase. The following example demonstrates
the need for separating this dimension. In one evaluation, stakeholders have a
consultative role in all phases of an evaluation. In another evaluation, stakeholders

deeply participate in the design phase of an evaluation. Where do these evaluations fall
on the depth of participation continuum? If the dimension were divided in two, it would
be easier to classify participatory approaches.
The framework presented above is the most cited and influential process for
assessing and classifying participatory evaluation approaches. However, recognizing
some of the aforementioned problems with the framework, Weavers and Cousins (2004)
redeveloped the framework to address the problems with the stakeholder selection
dimension by dividing it into three distinct dimensions: diversity among stakeholders
selected for participation, power relations among participating stakeholders, and
manageability of evaluation implementation. Each of the dimensions is rated along a
Likert-type rating scale from 1 to 5 with corresponding anchors. The first dimension
concerns the range of diversity of stakeholder interests among participants. Rated on a
scale from limited to diverse, this dimensions measures the extent to which all
stakeholder perspectives, are included. The second dimension assesses the range of
power of stakeholder included in the evaluation. Specifically, this dimension measures,
on a scale from neutral to conflicting, the relations of participating stakeholders. The
final dimension measures how logistics, time, and resource challenges impact the
manageability of evaluation implementation.
The redesign of the stakeholder selection dimension facilitates distinguishing
between the subtleties and nuances of participatory approaches. In particular, the
addition of a dimension that measures the extent to which stakeholders' hold differing
perspectives assists in determining the diversity of views of stakeholders. In other words,
this addition captures how homogeneous stakeholder groups are. The redesign also
allows for determining how including stakeholders impede the evaluation process.
However, the redesign did not address the depth of participation dimension.

Daigneault and Jacob (2009) recently amended

Cousins and

Whitmore's

framework and adapted it for use as a participation measurement instrument. The
authors argue that the three dimensions in the Cousins and Whitmore framework are the
"necessary constitutive dimensions" of participatory evaluation and that they have four
advantages: they are parsimonious, have internal coherence, are distinguishable from
conventional forms of evaluation, and can apply to all forms of participatory evaluation
(p. 337). In terms of changes to the original framework, "depth of participation" is
changed to "extent of involvement." The measurement instrument assigns indicators
with a weight of ,25to each level of the 5 point continuum for each dimension. Thus, the
coding scheme for extent of involvement ranges from no involvement (weight = 0.00) to
full involvement (weight= 1.00). In addition to measuring participation on each of the
three continuums, Daigneault and Jacob's framework allows for an overall participatory
scale to be calculated.
Rebien's (1996) lesser known but equally valuable framework for classifying
participatory evaluation approaches is based upon three dimensions. Rebien argues that
there is a degree of participation in every evaluation. In the first dimension, the role of
evaluators is placed on a continuum with stakeholders as objects of an evaluation (i.e.,
simply a data source) on one end and stakeholders as active and empowered actors in the
evaluation process of an evaluation (i.e., responsible for identifying information needs
and setting standards) at the other. The threshold that determines whether an evaluation
is participatory on this criterion is whether stakeholders are more than just a data source.
The second dimension assesses the evaluation phases in which stakeholders participate.
Here, the ends of the continuum are participation in only a few evaluation phases versus
all evaluation phases. Rebien specifies that that the threshold for this dimension is if
stakeholders participate in more than the design, data interpretation, and use phases of
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the evaluation. Rebien's third dimension concerns how many and which stakeholders
participate in the evaluation. On one end of the spectrum only a limited number of
stakeholders participate and on the other many stakeholders participate. The threshold
for this dimension is the participation of beneficiaries, field staff, field management, and
the donor agency.
The advantage of this framework is its specification of the thresholds for
determining whether an evaluation is participatory. Having specific criteria for each of
the

dimensions

greatly

facilitates

the

classification

of participator)'

approaches.

Ultimately, as presented in the next section, aspects of both Cousins & Whitmore's and
Rebien's frameworks were used in framing and conducting this dissertation .
The World Bank uses a continuum to assess levels of stakeholder participation in
general, i.e., not just participation in evaluation. However, its applicability to evaluation is
readily apparent (Salmen, & Kane, 2006, pp. 58-59):
•

One way information sharing—this alone is not considered meaningful
participation.

•

Two-way consultation—information that is shared and views, opinions,
concerns, and suggestions are sought in relation to such information.
Consultation is carried out with a commitment to listen so managers can,
for instance, modify options, prioritize activities, and take corrective
actions in a project.

•

Joint assessment.

•

Shared decision-making.

•

Collaboration—provides the means for shared decision-making. In this
scheme, "community participation" is one form of collaboration.

•

Empowerment.

To determine the level of stakeholder participation requires examining who
participates, how they are included, and in what capacity they participate. Stakeholders are
operationalized as beneficiaries and affected populations, mangers in development
organizations and ministries, and the social sciences (Salmen & Kane, 2006). In this
framework,

the

last

three

levels

(shared

decision-making,

collaboration,

and

empowerment) are considered to be the criteria of participatory approaches. The final
level, empowerment, consists of stakeholders having capabilities to influence and control
the formal and informal institutions that affect their lives (World Bank, 2002).
Also from the World Bank, Narayan-Parker (1993) identified six distinguishing
characteristics

of participatory evaluation:

(i) collaboration,

(ii) problem

solving

orientation, (iii) generating knowledge, (iv) releasing creativity, (v) using multiple
methods, and (vi) involving stakeholders as facilitators. According to Narayan-Parker,
participatory evaluation approaches should be considered frameworks for improving the
accuracy of evaluation findings, are vehicles for empowering stakeholders, and help
develop the capacity of stakeholders. Table 1 demonstrates the differences between
conventional and participatory evaluation approaches according to this framework.
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Table 1
Narayan-Parker's Classification of the Differences B e t w e e n C o n v e n t i o n a l and
Participatory Evaluation

Conventional

Participator)'

Who

External experts

Community members, project staff,
facilitator

What

Predetermined indicators of success, principally
cost and production outputs

People identify their own indicators of
success, which may include production
outputs

How

Focus on 'scientific objectivity'; distancing of
evaluators from other participants; uniform,
complex procedures; delayed, limited access to
results

Self-evaluation; simple methods adapted
to local culture; open, immediate sharing
of results through local involvement in
evaluation processes

When

Usually upon completion of
project/programme; sometimes also mid-term

More frequent, small-scale evaluations

Why

Accountability, usually summative, to determine
if funding continues

To empower local people to initiate,
control and take corrective action

Framework Used in this Dissertation
This dissertation uses a three dimensioned

framework

(Table 2) for

classifying

participatory approaches that examines which stakeholders participate, in what capacity
(i.e., to what extent), and in which phases they participate. The first two dimensions are
from Cousins and Whitmore's (1998) widely-known and used framework. Specifically,
the first dimension addresses who holds technical control of the decision-making
process; namely, the evaluator, stakeholders, or some combination thereof. The second
dimension assesses the extent of stakeholder participation on a continuum

from

consultation to extensive participation. The third dimension differs from Cousins and
Whitmore in that the identification of participating stakeholder groups is assessed on a
matrix according to the evaluation phases in which they participate.
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The adjustment to this third dimension helps improve upon some of the shortcomings
of Cousins and Whitmore's framework mentioned in the section above. Ultimately,
allowing for stakeholder participant groups to be compared and matched with the
corresponding

evaluation

phases

in which

they

participate

will

help

facilitate

distinguishing participatory evaluation approaches.

Table 2
Participatory Evaluation Framework
Dimension 1: Technical control of the decision-making process

Evaluator

I

I

I

I

Stakeholders

Dimension 2: Extent of stakeholder participation

No participation
Consultation only

I

I

I

I

Extensive
participation

Dimension 3: Participation by stakeholder group and evaluation phase

Funding agency staff
Government
Taxpayers
Political supporters
Program staff
Recipients (users of the
services or products)
Non-recipients who
were positively
impacted
Non-recipients who
were negatively
impacted

Evaluation
design

Data
Collection

Data
Analysis

Developing
recommendations

Reporting
of findings

Disseminatio
of findings

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

• •

•

•

•

D
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Types of Participatory Evaluation Approaches
There are many different

forms

of participatory evaluation

approachesTypically,

participatory evaluation approaches have been classified or categorized according to their
ultimate goal or objective (Smits &c Champagne, 2008). Weaver and Cousins (2004)
identified three overarching goals of participatory evaluation approaches: (i) pragmatic
justification (i.e., problem-solving or decision making), (ii) political (i.e., promotion of
fairness), and (iii) epistemological (i.e., knowledge production). . In this study, there is a
focus on the most commonly used participatory evaluation approaches, particularly in
the international development arena.

Stakeholder-Based Model
The Stakeholder-based Model of Evaluation (S-BME) was developed to create support and
agreement among various stakeholder groups (Cousins & Earl, 1992). It originated in the
1970s as a governmental approach to refocus evaluation to include those individuals
whose lives are impacted by the program (Bryk, 1983). Broadly speaking, stakeholderbased evaluations are those that "involve stakeholder groups, other than sponsors, in the
formulation of evaluation questions and in any other evaluation activities" (Mark &
Shotland, 1985, p. 606). In these evaluations, evaluators coordinate evaluation activities
and maintain technical control of the evaluation. While all stakeholder groups are
included, they have only consultative roles during the planning and interpretation phases
(Cousins & Whitmore, 1998). There are three objectives of stakeholder-based models of
evaluation: to increase the use of evaluation findings, to diversify the range of
stakeholders having a voice of identifying evaluation questions, and to give stakeholders
more control of the evaluation process (Weiss, 1983b). According to a 1996 poll of
evaluators, most participatory approaches originating within North America fall under
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the stakeholder-based model (Cousins, Donohue, & Bloom, 1996).

Practical Participatory Evaluation
Practical Participatory Evaluation (P-PE) is based on the belief that the inclusion of
stakeholders in the evaluation process will help improve evaluation utilization and
improve decision making (Brisolara, 1998). It emerged as a practical attempt to increase
the utilization of evaluation results by increasing ownership of the evaluation process (
King, 2005). In P-PE, trained evaluators work alongside program stakeholders to
support program decision-making . The stakeholders typically involved in P-PE are
program sponsors, managers, developers, and implementers who share balanced control
with the evaluator and participate extensively in all phases of the evaluation (Cousins &
Whitmore, 1998).

Transformative Participatory Evaluation
Transformative Participatory Evaluation (T-PE) is grounded in the belief that the evaluation
process can help empower marginalized stakeholders, thereby realizing social change
(Brisolara, 1998). T-PE began with evaluations of programs in Third World countries in
the 1970s (Brunner & Guzman, 1989), particularly in Latin America, India, and Africa
(Cousins & Whitmore, 1998). Based on radical ideologies of social changes, T-PE
specifically targets marginalized and oppressed groups (King, 2005). By including
disenfranchised stakeholders in the evaluation process, T-PE explicitly seeks to create
social change and social justice. In T-PE, evaluators and all program stakeholders
including program impactees work together extensively in all phases of the evaluation
(Cousins & Whitmore, 1998). In some cases, evaluators serve more than a facilitator role
as they provide stakeholders training on evaluation (Weaver & Cousins, 2004).
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Collaborative Evaluation
Although

many

theorists

and

evaluators

see

Collaborative 'Evaluation (CE)

as

interchangeable with participatory evaluation, it is also viewed by some as a distinct stand
alone approach. Rodriguez-Campos (2005) argues that CE is more effective than
traditional evaluation approaches because of collaboration with stakeholders. As a result
of collaboration, stakeholders have increased ownership of the evaluation which, it
assumed, increases both the quality of information gained as well as the use of findings.

Deliberative Democratic Evaluation
Deliberative Democratic Evaluation uses the principles of democracy to assess a program's
merit and worth. This approach is concerned with rendering an unbiased evaluative
assessment through the inclusion of the interests and perspectives of all legitimate
stakeholder groups (House, 2005). Deliberative Democratic Evaluation is comprised of
three key elements: (i) the inclusion of all relevant interests (and corresponding balancing
of power issues), (ii) dialoguing with stakeholders to determine relevant issues, and (iii)
deliberation on the part of the evaluator to arrive at an overall evaluative conclusion.
This approach strives to include all relevant stakeholder groups, through dialogue, in all
stages of an evaluation (Ryan, 2005; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). By including a
democratic aspect, this approach attempts to form valid conclusions even in instances
where there are conflicting views (House & Howe, 2000). Ultimately, the evaluator holds
technical control over the evaluation process as he/she weighs and considers which
interests to value and give priority to.
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Democratic Evaluation
Democratic Evaluation (D-E) is concerned with the "public right to know" and, as such,
attempts to maximize evaluation usefulness (Ryan, 2004). As all relevant groups have a
right to knowledge and are thus held equally accountable, power differentials are reduced
(Ryan, 2005). In this approach, the evaluator tries to overcome power dynamics to
ensure that there is a diversity of stakeholder values (MacDonald & Kushner, 2005). In
democratic evaluations, a wide range of stakeholders (all legitimate groups) participate
moderately, and maintain control over interpretation and reporting of evaluation findings
(Cousins & Whitmore, 1998). And, as the name would suggest, the evaluator and
stakeholders share technical control of the evaluation process. Democratic Evaluation
often takes place in the form of a case study in which the evaluator represents all
stakeholder groups (Ryan, 2005).

Developmental Evaluation
In Developmental Evaluation (DE) "the evaluator becomes part of the design team, helping
to monitor what's happening, both process and outcomes, in an evolving, rapidly
changing environment of constant feedback and change" (Patton, 1994, p. 313). In this
way, the evaluator not only is the facilitator of the evaluation but also becomes
responsible for facilitating organizational development). D E is concerned with helping
organizations develop and change (Patton, 2008). In developmental evaluation, program
developers and implementers work with evaluators to incorporate evaluation into the
program (Cousins & Whitmore, 1998). While evaluators and stakeholders share control
over the evaluation process, stakeholders are mostly involved only in the design phase
(Cousins & Whitmore, 1998).
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Empowerment Evaluation
EiTJpowerment Evaluation (EE) is designed to help empower stakeholders

through

evaluation and self-reflection (Fetterman, 2005). In empowerment evaluation, evaluation
is an ongoing process of program improvement (Fetterman, 2001) and is focused on
"helping people help themselves" (Fetterman, 1994, p. 1). An important part of E E is
self-evaluation of the program as a system (Fetterman, 2005; Wandersman & Snell-John,
2005). Stakeholder groups involved in E E are usually limited to key program personnel,
who maintain almost complete control of technical decision making and participate
extensively in all evaluation phases (Cousins & Whitmore, 1998). Patton (2008) argues
that E E works best when the program that is being evaluated is geared towards helping
stakeholders become self-sufficient. In that way, the goals of the program and the
evaluation are one and the same.
It should be noted that E E is perhaps the most contentious of the participatory
evaluation approaches. Lively debate has emerged in evaluation journals and at
evaluation conferences about the legitimacy of empowerment evaluation. In August
2009, an online debate on empowerment evaluation with Fetterman, Patton, and Scriven
was widely viewed and discussed. Critics of empowerment evaluation contend that it is a
form of program intervention and, as such, should not be considered evaluation. In the
following

section,

criticisms

of

participatory

evaluation

approaches,

including

empowerment evaluation, are presented and discussed.

Responsive Evaluation
In Kesponsive Evaluation, evaluators work with broad stakeholder groups to improve
programs via evaluation. Its distinguishing characteristic is responsiveness to emerging
program issues, particularly those identified by stakeholders (Stake, 2004).

Indeed,

responsive evaluations are more concerned with stakeholder concerns than program
objectives (Stake, 2004; Stake & Abma, 2005). Stufflebeam and Stinkfield (2007) classify
Responsive Evaluation as a "Social Agenda and Advocacy Approach" or an evaluation
approach that is aimed at advocating the rights of the disadvantaged and state that it
strives to "promote equity and fairness, help those with little power, thwart the misuse of
power, expose the huckster, unnerve the assured, reassure the insecure, and always help
people see things from alternative viewpoints (p. 213)." Shadish, Cook, and Leviton
(1991) offer three advantages of responsive evaluation: (i) allowing program issues to
emerge, (ii) encouraging change, (lii) and increasing stakeholder control. Ultimately, a
responsive evaluation is considered valid if it has increased stakeholders' understanding
of a program (Fitzpatrick, Sanders, & Worthen, 2004). In its emphasis on stakeholders,
the connection between responsive evaluation and participatory evaluation is readily
apparent.

Utilization Focused Evaluation
Utilization Focused Evaluation (UFE) rests on the belief that a meritous evaluation is
one that maximizes the usefulness of its findings. Because evaluations are so often
irrelevant to the needs of primary users and, consequently, not utilized, UFE is designed
to ensure that the usefulness of findings is both planned for and facilitated (Patton,
2005). Patton (2008) argues that it is important to include only those stakeholders who
are personally involved in the program in order to increase the usefulness of the
evaluation findings. By its very nature, UFE is participatory in that stakeholders (at least
key stakeholders) are actively involved in all phases of the evaluation.
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Participatory Research
With the exception of T-PE, all of the participatory evaluation methods described above
have their origins in the developed world. Participatory Research (PR), in contrast, emerged
as a direct response to Western research methodologies that were deemed ineffective in
developing world contexts (Chambers, 1994; Park, 1992). In the 1970s, researchers were
frustrated with standard social science research methods for data collection such as
survey questionnaires

(Chambers,

1994; Townsley,

1996) and

found

that

local

researchers elicited better information using traditional data collection methods (Park,
1992). Criticisms

of

development

evaluation

focused

on

a perceived

lack

of

understanding of the cultural context of development due to a lack of involvement of
program impactees (Townsley, 1996). For development endeavors to be sustainable and
effective, local voices and opinions needed to be included (Holland & Blackburn, 1998).
Including local stakeholders in the evaluation process would help increase both
ownership and their capability to evaluate and design the development program (World
Bank, 1996).
PR is commonly defined as a process that combines research, education, and
action (Hall, 1981). It has come to be an overarching umbrella term for many subsequent
evaluation and research approaches in developing country contexts such as Participatory
Action Research, Participatory Learning and Action, Participatory Rural Appraisal,
Participatory Poverty Assessment, Poverty and Social Impact Analysis, Self-Esteem,
Associative Strength, Resourcefulness, Action Planning, and Responsibility (SARAR),
and Beneficiary Assessment. All told, there have been at least 29 types of participatory
approaches developed since the 1970s (Holland and Blackburn, 1998). Given the
prevalence of PR in the development context, greater detail is provided on its origin,
implementation, and varying formats. As with the other participatory approaches

mentioned above, it is sometimes difficult to distinguish between types of participatory
research. Indeed, Chung (2000) argues that "there are varying degrees and qualities of
participatory research, and that there is no single definition

of what is truly

'participatory'" (p. 42). In actual practice, researchers and practitioners tend to use some
terms interchangeably (Scrimshaw & Gleason, 1992; Chambers, 1994; Townsley, 1996).
As this study is not concerned with the fine distinctions between types of approaches,
these approaches are discussed as they are most commonly envisioned.
Paolo Freire's (1968) Pedagogy of the Oppressed h credited as the inspiration for the
participatory research movement (Chambers, 1994; Park, 1992). Freire argued that the
oppressed should analyze and create solutions to their own problems but can only do so
through the development of their skills and education (Stoecker & Bonacich, 1992). To
that end, Freire is also credited with "democratizing and radicalizing the knowledge
process" (Stoecker & Bonacich, 1992, p. 8). Freire's 1971 visit to Tanzania with
frustrated

development workers and social scientists is largely thought to have

precipitated the use of alternative forms of research methodologies (Hall, 1992; Park,
1992). Perhaps because of its ties to Freire, participatory research is most associated with
education research (Chambers, 1994).

Participatory Action Research
It is difficult to separate Participatory Action Research (PAR) from PR. Chambers (1994)
states that PAR and PR are parallel and overlapping forms of research, but that the
former is most closely associated with industry and agriculture. However, most literature
refers to either PAR or PR; if one approach is mentioned, the other is not. In other
words, it appears to come down to the author's choice in which term to use. For
example, the Encyclopedia of Evaluation (2005) does not have an entry for participatory

research but defines PAR with Hall's definition of PR. Cousins and Whitmore (1998)
present PAR as a type of PR, but while they discuss PAR in detail, they offer no
definition or explanation of PR. However, in current practice and in the literature, PAR
is used much more frequendy than PR.

Rapid Rural Appraisal
Rapid Rural Appraisal (RRA) emerged in the late 1970s and early 1980s as a direct
response to problems with outsiders' research in development contexts (Dart, 2005).
Chambers (1994) cites three main origins of RRA: (i) dissatisfaction with the biases of
urban professional toward poor and rural communities; (ii) lack of confidence and
interest in large survey questionnaires; and (iii) a desire to develop more cost-effective
methods of learning. It is this second origin that most closely connects PR with RRA.
RRA was developed in countries in Asia, Africa, Latin America, and Europe and its
methodologies were disseminated by the International Institute for Environment and
Development (IIED) in London (Chambers, 1994; Salmen & Kane, 2006; Townsley,
1996). Simply put, RRA is a means of outsiders collecting information from local people
in the most cost effective manner (Chambers, 1994). Although there is not one set way
of conducting RRA, it usually entails involvement of multiple stakeholder groups
(program impactees) in data collection (Dart, 2005). Indeed, RRA came to include a
range of alternative research techniques including: Rapid Diagnostic Tools, AgroEcosystem

Analysis, Participatory

Learning and Action, Diagnosis

and

Participatory Assessment, and Participatory Learning Methods (Townsley, 1996).

Design,
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Participatory Rural Appraisal
In the late 1980s and 1990s, Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) emerged as a form of
RRA. Where RRA was concerned with how researchers collect information

from

stakeholders, PRA focused on stakeholders collecting and interpreting data (Dart, 2005).
Specifically, PRA was a movement towards the concerns of "insiders" versus "outsiders"
in the development process (Townsley, 1996) and a shift away from

top-down

approaches (Bamberger, Rugh, & Mabry, 2006, Rugh, 1986). Chambers (1992) defines
PRA as a semi-structured process of learning from, with and by rural people about rural
conditions and says that it differs from RRA in that (i) the roles of investigator and
investigated are reversed and (ii) it focuses on developing rapport with stakeholders. In
addition to understanding the perceptions and opinions of local stakeholders, PRA is
geared towards providing them with tools to design and evaluate projects independently
(Holland & Blackburn, 1998). As compared to RRA, PRA is associated mostly with
agricultural projects (Chambers, 1994).

Beneficiary Assessment
Closely related to PRA is Beneficiary Assessment (BA) which is designed to incorporate
the voices of beneficiaries in program planning (Francis, 2001). According to the World
Bank Participation Sourcebook (1996 p. 195), "the general purposes of a BA are to (a)
undertake systematic listening, which "gives voice" to poor and other hard to reach
beneficiaries, highlighting constraints to beneficiary participation, and (b) obtain
feedback on interventions." BA aims to engage intended beneficiaries into in-depth
discussion and dialogue about the program so that their perspective and values can help
improve the programs. By understanding the opinions of participants, program
managers can make decisions that better informed and relevant to actual needs. Salmen
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and Kane (2006) argue that BA is an effective way building commitment, ownership, and
accountability of international development programs. Table 3 displays a comparative
analysis of all of the participatory evaluation approaches described above. This table
updates Cousins and Whitmore's (1998) comparative analysis. New additions are
indicated with an *

Table 3
Comparative Analysis of Types of Participatory Evaluation Approaches

Label

Principal
Author(s)

Primary Technical
Goal/Functions

Control of
Decision
Making

Selection for
Participation

Depth of
Participation
Extensive
participation
in all phases
of the
evaluation

Practical
Participatory
Evaluation (PPE)

Cousins and
Earl; Ayers

Practical:

Balanced:

Primary Users:

support for program
decision making and
problem solving;
evaluation utilization

evaluator
and
participants
in
partnership

program
sponsors,
managers,
developers,
implementors

Transformative
Participatory

Tandon and
Fernandes;

Political:

Balanced:

Fals-Borda;
Gaventa

partnership
but ultimate
decisionmaking
control by
participants

All legitimate
groups:

Evaluation (TPE)

empowerment,
emancipation, social
justice

Stakeholder Based
Evaluation

Bryk; Mark
and
Shotland

Practical:

Evaluator:
Coordinator
of activities
and technical
aspects of
the
evaluation

All legitimate
groups:
representation
is the key to
offsetting ill
effects of
program
micropolitics

Limited:

evaluation utilization;
some emphasis on
political aspects of
evaluation

School-Based
Evaluation

Nevo; Alvik

Practical:

Balanced:

Primary users:

support for program
decision making and
problem solving

evaluator
trains
school-based
personnel
who do their
own inquiry

school-based
personnel,
mostly
program
implementors

Extensive:
participation

especially
program or
project
beneficiaries

Extensive:
participation
in all phases
of the
evaluation

stakeholders
consulted at
planning and
interpretation
phases

in all phases
of the
evaluation
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Table 3—Continued
MacDonal
d;
McTaggart

Political:

Balanced:

legitimate use of
evaluation in pluralistic
society

evaluator and
participants
work in
partnership

Developmenta
1 Evaluation

Patton

Practical;

Empowerment
Evaluation

Fetterman

Utilization
Focused
Evaluation*

Patton

Responsive
Evaluation*

Stake

Democratic
Evaluation

All legitimate
groups;

Moderate:

Representation
among
participants is
pivotal

stakeholders
control
interpretatio
n and
reporting

Balanced:

Primary users:

Substantial:

program
improvement;
evaluation utilization

Evaluator and
participants
work in
partnership

Mostly
program
developers and
implementors

ongoing
involvement
and
participatio
n

Political:

Participants:

Primary users:

Extensive:

empowerment,
illumination, selfdetermination

almost
complete
control,
facilitated by
evaluator

usually key
program
personnel;
sometimes
wider groups
included

participatio
n in all
phases of
the
evaluation

Practical: evaluation
utilization

Balanced:

Primary users:

evaluator and
participants in
partnership

intended users
of the
evaluation

Extensive:
participatio
n in all
phases of
the
evaluation

Political/philosophical
: promote equity and
fairness, responsive to
stakeholder concerns

Evaluator:
maintains
control and
authority

Primary users:
local/ nearby
stakeholders

Extensive:
participatio
n in all
phases of
the
evaluation,
particularly
identifying
program
issues

Collaborative
Evaluation*

RodriguezCampos

Practical:
support for program
decision making,
shared ownership,
increased quality

Balanced:
evaluator and
collaboration
members
work in
partnership

Stakeholders
possessing
"essential
characteristics"
that evaluator
seeks

Extensive:
colkboratio
n members
work
together in
all phases of
the
evaluation
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Participatory
Action
Research

Whyte;
Argyris
and Schon

Emancipatory
(Participatory)
Action
Research

Carr and
Kemmis;
McTaggart

Cooperative
Inquiry

Heron;
Reason;
Reason
and Heron

Rapid Rural
Appraisal*

Chambers,
Dart

Participatory
Rural
Appraisal*

Chambers,
Townsley

Practical/philosophical:
improve practice while
simultaneously
advancing scientific
knowledge

Balanced:

Primary users:

researcher and
practitioner as
coparticipants
in research

most often
program
implementors,
although can
be open to
beneficiaries
and others

Extensive:
participation
in all aspects
of the
research

Political:

Practitioner:

Unspecified:

Extensive:

empowerment,
emancipation,
amelioration of social
conditions

exclusive
control;
researcher as
resource
person

Most often
stakeholders
w h o are
disenfranchised
or in some way
marginalized
by the system

participation
in all aspects
of the
research

Philosophical:

Practitioner:

root propositional
research knowledge
about people in their
experimental and
practical knowledge

participants
are both coresearchers
and cosubjects with
full
reciprocity

Unspecified:
most often
participants are
members of an
inquiry group
with all of the
problems of
inclusion,
influence, and
intimacy

Extensive:
participation
in all aspects
of the
research

Practical/philosophical: cost effective
way of collecting
information from local

people

Evaluator:
although
beneficiaries
are involved
in data
collection,
evaluator
maintains
control

Primary users:
most often
local people
and
beneficiaries

Moderate:
participation
mostly
limited to
data
collection

Political/philosophical:
movement towards the
concerns of "insiders"
versus "outsiders" in
the development
process

Practitioner:
roles of
investigated
and
investigator
are reversed

Unspecified:
most often
rural people
w h o often
don't have a
say

Extensive:
stakeholders
participate
extensively
in all aspects
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Table 3—Continued

Beneficiary
Assessment*

World
Bank

Practical/philosophical: by listening to
marginalized people,
program managers can
make better decisions

Evaluator

Unspecified:
gives voice to
poor and other
hard to reach
beneficiaries

Moderate:
however
evaluator
spends large
quantities of
time getting
to know
stakeholder
issues and
concerns

Consequences of Participatory Evaluation Approaches
When it comes to participatory evaluation approaches, there appear to be two camps:
those who support them and those who do not. There are surprisingly lively debates as
to their merits and deficits. Interestingly, both sides use some of the same arguments to
support or repudiate their use. Morra, Imas, and Rist (p. 193, 2009) suggest that there are
two primary objectives to participation and participatory approaches:
•

Participation as product, where the act of participation is an objective
and is one of the indicators of success

•

Participation as a process by which to achieve a stated objective.

Most of the disagreement regarding participatory evaluation approaches tends to stem
from evaluations with the former objective. In other words, disagreement arises when an
evaluation has an objective other than merely determining the merit or worth of
something. Ultimately, it is important to understand both sides of the argument
surrounding participatory evaluation approaches. In this dissertation, the pros and cons
of participatory evaluation approaches are operationalized as the positive and negative
consequences of their use.
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Positive Consequences of Participatory Approaches
Now that the various definitions of participatory evaluation approaches have been
explored, the reasons or justifications for their use are presented. These justifications can
also be considered as the positive consequences of the use of participatory evaluation
approaches. As mentioned previously, Weaver & Cousins (2004) argue that there are
three main goals (which can also be viewed as positive consequences) of participatory
evaluation approaches: pragmatic (because stakeholders are included in the evaluation
process, evaluation findings will be more useful), political (including stakeholders
improves the fairness of an evaluation), and epistemological (stakeholders have unique
perspectives and their inclusion improves the validity of an evaluation). Each of these
three justifications is discussed in detail in the following section.
Some evaluators argue that the inclusion of a broader range of stakeholders in
the evaluation process increases the use of evaluation findings (Brandon, 1998, 1999;
Cousins, 2003; Ryan, Greene, Lincoln, Mathison, Mertens, & Ryan, 1998; Weiss, 1983a;
Patton, 2008). This is due in part because upstream stakeholders are more likely to
follow evaluation conclusions because their staff were actively involved in the evaluation
process (Brandon, 1998) and because all stakeholders will be more committed to use
findings because they have had a voice in the evaluation process (Weiss, 1983a). Weaver
and Cousins (2004) argue that because stakeholders are involved in problem-solving (i.e.,
the evaluation process) in collaboration with evaluators, findings will be more
meaningful for them and, thus, of greater use.
The second type of positive consequence of participatory evaluation approaches
is increased fairness. As participatory approaches include more diverse stakeholder
groups, these evaluation will include the priorities of a larger group of individuals. This,
in turn, leads to a more democratic evaluation process (Weaver & Cousins, 2004; Weiss

1983a). Thus participatory evaluation approaches are considered fairer because the
evaluation addresses the-concerns of more stakeholder groups.
The third justification for participatory evaluation approaches, epistemological, is
one of the most frequently cited reasons for their use. Namely, many evaluators believe
that the use of the participatory evaluation approaches greatly enhances the validity of an
evaluation. Program stakeholders are aware of issues of which evaluators are not.
Therefore, by including stakeholders in the evaluation process, the evaluation is more
likely to identify problems of concern (Brandon, Linberg, & Wang, 1993; Stake, &
Abma, 2005). Although critics may argue that the inclusion of stakeholders in the
evaluation process reduces validity, advocates contend that it is no different from any
other form of inductive research (Norton et. al, 2001).

Negative Consequences of Participatory Approaches
Despite these positive consequences of participatory evaluation approaches, there are
potential negative consequences that merit attention. Examples of such problems include
increased time and resource demands, difficulty managing multiple stakeholders, lack of
stakeholder qualifications, stakeholder bias, and intervention disguised as evaluation. Just
as positive consequences of participatory approaches were discussed above, in the
following section negative consequences of participatory approaches are discussed.
Including stakeholders in participatory evaluation introduces the risk that
stakeholder bias may reduce the validity of the evaluation. In other words, stakeholders'
views of programs will drive the evaluation. If stakeholders have roles in the evaluation,
their opinions, views, and personal motivations could influence how the evaluation is
designed, implemented, reported, and disseminated. Hidden objectives on the part of
stakeholders could jeopardize the validity of the evaluation. Chelimsky (2008) warns that

stakeholders can introduce "loaded evaluation questions" wherein sponsors (upstream
stakeholders) try to influence the focus of the evaluation. In such cases, evaluation
findings are determined even before the evaluation is undertaken, thereby reducing the
validity of the evaluation. However, proponents of participatory approaches argue that
bias can be mitigated through transparency as is generally accepted in qualitative research
(Brisolara, 1998).
Some critics argue that participator)' approaches

are essentially

program

interventions rather than evaluations (Brisolara, 1998). Stufflebeam (2007) classifies
some participatory approaches as "psuedoevaluations if they fail to produce and report
valid assessments of merit or worth to all right-to-know audiences" (p. 145). He argues
that certain activities are really intended to promote empowerment rather

than

evaluation. Stufflebeam (1994) further worries that empowerment evaluation could
"cover up highly corrupt or incompetent evaluation activity" (p. 324). Thus, the key issue
becomes whether the participatory activities are undertaken to promote empowerment
and/or social change OR if they are undertaken in the course of the evaluation. Indeed,
Brisolara (1998) purports that not all evaluators who practice participatory evaluation
approaches see empowerment as a specific evaluation goal. In these cases, empowerment
might occur as a result of an evaluation, but the evaluation was not conducted in order
to promote empowerment.
Scriven (2005a), a vocal critic of empowerment evaluation, goes so far as to say
that empowerment evaluation is "simply amateur evaluation, with the only professional
involved being self-excluded from exerting any control over the conclusions drawn..."
(p. 416). He further argues that empowerment evaluation does not meet validity,
credibility, and ethicality standards and should be considered a form of self-evaluation,
rather than a legitimate evaluation (2005b). Smith (2007) argues that empowerment

evaluation is a political ideology with the end goal not of evaluation but of social change.
Overwhelmingly, critics contend

that there is no evidence to substantiate

that

empowerment evaluation realizes its goals, namely to build ownership, develop capacity,
and provide accountability (Patton, 2005c). Further exacerbating the issue is widespread
variation in how empowerment evaluations are actually implemented. Miller and
Cambell's (2006) study of 47 case examples of empowerment evaluation revealed widely
varying adherence to empowerment evaluation principles.
Finally, many of the criticisms lodged against participatory approaches can also
be applied to more tradition evaluation approaches. For example, while it is possible that
the inclusion of managing stakeholder groups might result in increased logistical
problems, the same could be said for traditional evaluations which include numerous
evaluation team members (i.e., non program team members). In these instances, the
evaluation is hindered by "too many cooks in the kitchen" or, in other words, too many
evaluation team members (program staff and non program evaluation team members)
results in a personnel management problem. While some argue that participatory
methods, through the inclusion of multiple stakeholder groups, cause increased time and
financial burdens, others say that the evaluation is facilitated by having the input of
stakeholders who know the program intimately.

Evaluators' Perceptions of Participatory Approaches
Given the widely varying opinions on the consequences of participatory evaluation, there
is surprisingly little research on evaluators' perceptions of their use. The principal study
on evaluators' self-reported practices and opinions about participatory evaluation
approaches was conducted by Cousins, Donohue, and Bloom (1996). In this study, the
researchers surveyed 2,000 evaluators (actual N = 564) in North America on their

practices, views, and opinions on participatory evaluation approaches. A sub-sample of
respondents reported on a specific evaluation which used a participatory approach. The
researchers found that respondents believed that their primary function as participatory
evaluators was to maximize evaluation use by targeting stakeholder needs. As mentioned
previously in this chapter, this study found that the participatory evaluation approaches
reported by respondents associate most closely with the stakeholder-based model.
Cousins, Donohue, and Bloom's (1996) study helped frame this dissertation
research. Although

their study provided

great insight into current practice in

participatory evaluation, it is limited in that (i) it took place 13 years ago and (ii) surveyed
only North American evaluators. This current study uses the Cousins, Donohue, and
Bloom study as a basis and expands upon the range of evaluators surveyed. For example,
this current research surveys international development evaluators at the global level and
complements a survey questionnaire with interviews ,to probe key issues. This
dissertation also includes a systematic review of international development evaluation
reports to triangulate data on current practice.

Conclusions
Participatory approaches to international development evaluation have been in use since
the late 1970s. They have remained a popular and frequently used evaluation approach.
However, despite their prevalence in the international development arena, there has been
very little research on actual practice and the implications of their use. Indeed, there is a
good deal of confusion about what a participatory evaluation approach should look like,
particularly with regards to international development evaluations.
Clearly, there is a need to document current practice in participatory international
development evaluation approaches. Before it is possible to document current practice, a

57
means for classifying participatory approaches must be used. This dissertation uses a
combination of both Cousins and Whimore's (1998) and Rebien's (1996) frameworks for
classifying

participatory

evaluation

approaches.

Ultimately,

understanding

how

participatory evaluation approaches have been used to date, their effectiveness, and the
justifications for their use will help determine how they should be used in the future.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, the methodological approach used to study the current use and impact of
participatory approaches in international development evaluations is presented. The
research questions of this dissertation are to:
1.

2.

What are the politics of stakeholder participation in international
development evaluation?
a.

Who (i.e., which stakeholders) participates in international
development evaluations?

b.

How do stakeholders participate (i.e., in what capacity and in
what stage of the evaluation do they participate)?

c.

Why are participatory evaluation approaches used (i.e., are
they selected because of political pressure by donors or even
development community norms) and in what circumstances
do they work best?

What are the consequences of stakeholder participation in
international development evaluation?
a.

What are the perceived impacts of participation on (i) validity
and credibility, (ii) the usefulness and use of findings, (iii)
implementation of evaluation, (iv) fairness, (v) time and
financial resources, (vi) social change, (vii) stakeholders'
technical research skills, and (viii) empowerment of
stakeholders?

b. What are the challenges associated
participatory evaluation approaches?
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with

the

use

of
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Design
The design of the study is both non-experimental (i.e., research does not control
subjects) and cross-sectional (i.e., data collected at one period in time) (Vogt, 2005). It is
also a mixed-method investigation in that three independent methods were used to
investigate the primary research questions which are both descriptive (i.e., what is) and
explanatory (i.e., to give the reason for or the cause of). One argument for mixedmethods research is that by using more than one method, the biases of individual
methods are reduced. The three methods used to study the politics and consequences of
participation in development evaluation were:
1.

A systematic review of international development evaluation
reports

2.

A survey sample of international development evaluators

3.

Semi-structured
evaluators

interviews

with

international

development

Information gathered in each phase of the data collection was used to refine and
improve subsequent data collection. For example, information

regarding current

practices

in

in international

development

evaluations

was

used

designing

the

questionnaire to a sample of international development evaluators. Similarly, semistructured interview protocols were developed to probe pertinent issues identified by
international development evaluators from the survey sample questionnaire.
In this section, a description of each of the three methods is presented, including
each method's sampling plan, instrumentation, procedure, data collection and recording,
and data processing and analysis. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the study's
limitations and a summary of the chapter.
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Systematic Review of a Sample of International Development
Evaluation Reports
International development evaluation reports were systematically reviewed to assess the
extent to which stakeholders were included in the evaluation process. The purpose of
this activity was to investigate the extent to which international development evaluations
and reports on them address stakeholder participation.

Sampling Plan
The evaluation reports included in the systematic review were originally identified as part
of Sasaki's (2008) dissertation research. As part of that research, Sasaki identified all
publically available evaluation reports in 2004 from donor countries/agencies around the
world. Overall, 1,034 evaluation reports were identified from 18 countries, 19 multilateral
and UN agencies, 1 regional aid agency (European Union), and joint donors. From this
population, Sasaki drew a 10% sample using a stratified random sampling strategy by
donor type which resulted in a sample size of 102 evaluation reports.
This study used Sasaki's sample of 102 evaluation reports to identify case
examples of participatory evaluation. Specifically, the following selection criteria for
inclusion in the review were used:
1.

Was from the year 2004

2.

Was publicly available on the internet

3.

Was written in the English language

Instrumentation
A standardized data abstraction form was used to classify each evaluation report as

participatory or non-participatory.

For

each

report, information

was

abstracted

concerning whether or not a participatory evaluation approach was selected and who
made that selection; the evaluation setting; the purpose and a description of the program
or project being evaluated; how the evaluator came to be involved; the procedures
described for conducting the evaluation; the stakeholders involved in the evaluation and
their role; the target population of the program or project; involvement and role in the
evaluation; and reported indicators of success of the evaluation (not the program or
project) and the methods for determining these successes. Notes regarding special
features of the case were also recorded, such as potential consequences of stakeholder
participation.

Procedure
The international development reports were received from Sasaki on a CD containing all
reports in .pdf and .doc format. Once the reports were obtained, they were subjected to
initial review using the standardized data abstraction form. Only those reports meeting
inclusion criteria were retained for the systematic review.

Data Processing and Analysis
To determine whether evaluation- reports could be characterized as participatory, a
checklist was developed. This checklist is based the framework developed by Cousins
and Earl (1992), which is discussed extensively in Chapter II. To reiterate, this
framework classifies participatory approaches based on three criteria: which stakeholders
participate, depth of participation, and level of participation. In this study, an additional
dimension has been included: evaluation phase in which participation occurs. The
checklist used to determine whether an evaluation was deemed participatory is shown in
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Table 4.

Table 4
Checklist for Determining Inclusion or Exclusion from Systematic Review
by Degree of Participation
Primary Dimensions
Stakeholders included
Funding agency staff
Taxpayers
Political supporters
Program staff
Recipients (users of the services or products)*
Those w h o were not included and were positively impacted*
Those who were not included and were negatively impacted*
Phases in which stakeholders participate
Evaluation design
Data Collection
Data Analysis*
Interpreting findings*
Developing recommendations*
Reporting of findings*
Dissemination of findings
Control of the evaluation process
Evaluator
Stakeholders*
Combination of evaluator and stakeholder*
Level of stakeholder participation
N o participation
Moderate participation*
Extensive participation*
Note: *Classified as participatory if the evaluation meets this condition.

Yes

No
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Survey Sample of International Development Evaluators
Using information gathered from the literature review and the systematic review of
international development reports, a questionnaire was developed for administration to
international development evaluators. The questionnaire was designed to identify the
typical

method

of including

stakeholders

in development

evaluations

and

the

consequences of their involvement.

Sampling Plan
A nonprobability, purposive, snowball sampling procedure was used to sample from the
target population (i.e., international development evaluators). Because a complete list of
international development evaluators cannot be validly constructed, identifying a known
list of units for simple random sampling or similar techniques in which each member of
the target population has a known probability of inclusion is simply impossible.
Therefore, it was necessary to develop sampling strategies that would maximize the
likelihood that respondents would be reasonably representative and that the study's
results could be extrapolated to the target population of interest.
Professional listservs dedicated to evaluation in the international development
arena were identified as one method of reaching the target population. This is a
convenient means of reaching evaluators who use listservs to access and share
information related to international development evaluations. With one e-mail, all
international development evaluators participating in the listserv can be contacted and
invited to participate in the survey. However, as not all evaluators use such listservs, it
was necessary to identify another means of identifying international development
evaluators. Therefore, a purposive strategy of targeting evaluators who serve in
international development agencies and organizations was devised.

The sampling strategy also included a snowball procedure as well. The
International Organization for Cooperation in Evaluation (IOCE) also identified as a
viable means of contacting international development evaluators. E-mails were sent to
the more than 70 member associations of I O C E and asked to distribute information on
the questionnaire. An additional feature of the snowball sampling strategy was to include
an item in the questionnaire asking respondents to refer other evaluators to the
questionnaire. In this way, the study was able to identify additional international
development evaluators.

Instrumentation
A 33-item

questionnaire

(see Appendix B) was developed

to investigate

each

international development evaluator's perception of the politics and consequences of
stakeholder participation in development evaluations. The instrument consists of a mix
of both open- and close-ended items, including "select all that apply" items, semantic
differential scales, and dichotomous items (e.g., yes/no. A screening question probing
participants' experience conducting international development evaluations commenced
the questionnaire. Those respondents indicating they had never conducted international
development evaluations were thanked and politely informed, that they were excluded
from responding to the questionnaire.
The questionnaire was then divided into three main sections. The first section
asked respondents (i) how stakeholders typically participate in international development
evaluations, (ii) which stakeholders participate, and (iii) in what phase of the evaluation
stakeholders participate. The second section of the questionnaire probed respondents on
their

familiarity

development

and

experience

evaluations.

with

Respondents

participatory
with

approaches

experience

to

international

utilizing

participatory

approaches were asked to (i) describe their experience, (ii) indicate which specific
methods they utilized, (iii) detail perceived consequences of their use, (iv) identify
challenges encountered, (v) present strategies for mitigating problems, and (vi) describe
in which circumstances participatory approaches work best. Finally, in the third section,
respondents were asked to provide demographic information on their years of evaluation
experience; regional, content area, and organizational experience; and country of origin.
Although the instrument was designed to gather information about participatory
approaches in international development evaluation, the introduction to the instrument
did not indicate so. Instead, the introduction to the survey questionnaire stated that the
purpose was to study current practice in international development

evaluation.

Participatory evaluation approaches were specifically omitted in the introduction so as to
reduce the number of respondents who would self-select out based on their experience
or lack of with participatory evaluation approaches.

Procedure
This study adhered to all protocols established by the Human Subjects Institutional
Review Board (HSIRB) (see Appendix C). To that end, every effort was made to
maintain and protect the rights of participants. To recruit participants for the online
questionnaire, an e-mail was sent to three professional listservs targeting international
development

evaluators:

(1)

MandENEWS, 1

(2)

XCEval, 2

and

(3)

IDEAS. 3

MandENEWS is a listserv with 2,380 members that is dedicated to monitoring and
evaluating the progress and outcomes of development aid programs. XCEval has 818
members and discusses issues associated with international and cross-cultural evaluation.
1
2
3

http://tech.groups.yahoo.com/group/MandENEWS/
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/xceval/
http://www.ideas-int.org/Default.aspx
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IDEAS is a listserv with 303 recipients that serves to promote knowledge, capacity
building, and networking.
The following is a copy of the e-mail that was sent to the listservs:

Dear list members:
My name is Anne Cullen and I am a doctoral candidate in the
Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation Program at Western Michigan
University. I am writing to invite you to participate in a study on current
practices in international development evaluation.
I have been on your listserv for quite a while and feel that many of you
may be interested in my study as it relates to international development
contexts.
If you agree to participate, I will provide you with a survey that asks
questions about your international development experience and
professional background. The survey will take approximately 30 minutes
of your time. Your responses will be treated confidentially. If you know
of any person who may be interested in this project, please forward this
e-mail.
If you are interested in participating in the study, please reply favorably to
my personal e-mail address: anne.cullen@wmich.edu. I will respond to
you with the survey. Please indicate if you prefer taking the survey via a
web-based link or a Word document in which you can save your answers.
If you decide to participate, you will receive a synthesis of the responses
to the survey as well as the findings of the study.
If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact
me.
Sincerely,
Anne Cullen
E-mails also sent to the more than 70 evaluation professional evaluation
associations/societies/networks registered on the I O C E website. Specifically, an e-mail
was sent to the contact person for the evaluation association listed on the IOCE website

(www.ioce.net).
The following is a copy of the e-mail that was sent to the IOCE members:
Dear IOCE member,
My name is Anne Cullen and I am a doctoral candidate in the
Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation Program at Western Michigan
University. I am writing to invite you and your fellow evaluation
association members to participate in a study on current practices in
international development evaluation. Please forward this e-mail to any
of your members who might be interested in sharing their experiences
and perspectives on international development evaluation.
If you agree to participate, I will provide you with a survey that asks
questions about your international development experience and
professional background. The survey will take approximately 30 minutes
of your time. Your responses will be treated confidentially.
If you are interested in participating in the study, please reply favorably to
my personal e-mail address: anne.cullen@wmich.edu. I will respond to
you with the survey. Please indicate if you prefer taking the survey via a
web-based link or a Word document in which you can save your answers.
If you decide to participate, you will receive a synthesis of the responses
to the survey as well as the findings of the study.
If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact
me.
Sincerely,
Anne Cullen
All respondents were required to electronically consent to participate be
beginning the study. The following is a copy of the consent screen to which respond
had to agree before participating in the study:
Western Michigan University
Department of: Interdisciplinary Evaluation
Principal Investigator: Chris Coryn
Student Investigator: Anne Cullen

You have been invited to participate in a research project on current
practices in international development evaluation. You will be asked to
respond to a set of questions related your experience with international
development evaluations. You will also be asked to provide general
information about yourself.
The survey will require approximately 30 minutes of your time.
responses will be treated confidentially. That means that your name
not appear on any papers on which this information is recorded. I
disseminate aggregated and triangulated findings via my dissertation
potential future presentations and publication.

All
will
will
and

To thank you for your time and effort involved in providing this
feedback, I will provide you with a summary of key findings from the
study. Others may also benefit from the knowledge gained through this
study.
Your participation is voluntary and you have the right to withdraw at any
time during the study without prejudice or penalty.
If you have any questions or concerns about this study, you may contact
Anne Cullen at by telephone at (001)269-387-5918 or via e-mail at
anne.cullen@wmich.edu.
You may also contact the chair of Human Subjects Institutional Review
Board at (001)269-387-8293 or the vice president for research at
(001)269-387-8298 with any concerns that you have.
This consent document has been approved for use on
/
/2009 for
one year by Western Michigan University's Human Subjects Institutional
Review Board. D o not participate in this study before
/ /2009 or
after _ / _ _ / 2 0 0 9 .
By pressing the "continue" option, you indicate that you have read and
understand the purpose and requirements of the study and that you agree
to participate. By pressing the "decline consent" option on the top right,
you will exit the survey.

Data Collection and Recording
Data were collected using Survey Monkey, a web-based survey system, and
downloaded into password protected .xls spreadsheets. The survey was confidential

not anonymous, in that respondents were asked to provide their contact information if
interested in a follow-up interview (see Semi-Structured Interviews with International
Development Evaluators, below).

Data Processing and Analysis
Information obtained from the, survey sample questionnaire was in both qualitative
(from open-ended items) and quantitative (from close-ended items) forms. Thus, the
analytic procedures were different for the two types of data. Open-ended data were
coded and analyzed for common themes. Close-ended data were analyzed using
descriptive statistical techniques.

Semi-Structured Interviews with International Development
Evaluators
The third method used in this study was interviews with international development
evaluators. These interviews were designed to probe issues identified in the survey
sample of international development evaluators. Specifically, the purpose of these
interviews was twofold. First, these interviews helped determine the politics of
stakeholder inclusion approaches, including why participatory approaches are used,
which stakeholders are included, and in what stages of the evaluation process are they
included. The interviews were also intended to identify the consequences of stakeholder
participation in development evaluation, such as perceived impacts of participatory
evaluation approaches.

Sampling Plan
A purposive, convenience sampling technique was used to identify interviewees. One of

the items in the survey sample questionnaire asked respondents to indicate if they would
be willing to participate in a follow up interview. Thus, the sampling strategy was
convenient in that interviews were conducted with international development evaluators
who had previously participated in the study. Interview participants were also identified
based on how they answered questions. For example, if respondents provided an
insightful response on an open-ended item, they were invited to participate. In this way,
the sampling strategy was also purposive.

Instrumentation
A semi-structured interview protocol (see Appendix D) was developed to explore
themes and probe issues identified from the systematic review and survey sample of
international development evaluators. While a structured interview has a formalized,
limited set of questions, a semi-structured interview is flexible, allowing new questions to
be raised during the interview as a result of what the interviewee says.

Procedure
As part of the survey questionnaire that was administered to international development
evaluators, respondents were asked if they would be willing to participate in a follow-up
interview. Respondents willing to participate in the follow-up interview were screened
based on their responses to the survey questionnaire. For example, interviewees were
selected based on the extent to which their responses to the questionnaire indicated that
would be able to provide insight into key issues.
E-mails were sent to interested

respondents

to schedule

the

interview.

Participants were given the option of participating in the interview via e-mail or by
telephone. Participants indicated their consent by replying to the following e-mail:

Western Michigan University
Department of: Interdisciplinary Evaluation
Principal Investigator: Chris Coryn
Student Investigator: Anne Cullen
May X X X , 2009
Dear <expert>:
My name is Anne Cullen and I am a doctoral candidate in the
Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation Program at Western Michigan
University. I am writing to invite you to participate in a study on current
practices in international development evaluations.
You recently indicated interest in participating in this study. If you
participate in this study, you will be asked to respond to a set of
questions related your experience with international development
evaluations.
The survey will require approximately 30 minutes of your .time. Your
responses will be treated confidentially. To meet the requirements of
Western Michigan University's Institutional Review Board, the
information will be retained for about three years in password protected
files on my personal computer. If you feel that it is important for this
research to disclose your name, you can attach a personal request in
written form via e-mail.
Your participation is voluntary and you have the right to withdraw at any
time during the study without prejudice or penalty. If you have any
questions or concerns about this study, you may contact me via phone or
e-mail. You may also contact the chair of Human Subjects Institutional
Review Board at +1-269-387-8293 or the vice president for research at
+ 1-269-387-8298 with any concerns that you have. This consent
document has been approved for use on
/ /2009 for one year by
Western Michigan University's Human Subjects Institutional Review
Board. D o not participate in this study before
/ /20098 or after
_A_/2009.
If you are interested in participating in the study and willing to volunteer
some of your valuable time, please reply to this e-mail with your
preferred contact information. Please also indicate your preferred mode
of communication (e-mail or telephone) and availability between April
XX, 2009 and May XX, 2009. You can choose any dates and times.
To consent to participate in this study, please reply to this e-mail with
your acceptance. By responding to this e-mail with intent to participate in
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the study, you indicate that you have read and understand the purpose
and requirements of the study and that you agree to participate, unless
otherwise noted. If you have any questions or concerns, please do not
hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,
Anne Cullen

Data Collection and Recording
After consent was obtained from international development experts, data was collected
via e-mail and telephone interviews, depending on the preference and availability of
evaluators. For evaluators who preferred to respond via e-mail, data was collected in
electronic format. For those who preferred a telephone conversation, written notes were
taken during the conversation.
Data obtained via e-mail was copied into .doc format for purposes of data
analysis. The written notes were transcribed into .doc formats. All data was stored in
password protected electronic files.

Data Processing and Analysis
Inductive analysis and creative synthesis approaches were used for processing and
analyzing interview data (Patton, 2002). The data were analyzed for themes based on a
coding scheme which was developed to indentify key issues. Potential linkages between
themes were explored under consideration of the given area of expertise of an
international development evaluator. This process was iterative. In essence, data analysis
began with the first interview completed and was processed and refined until data
collection concluded. Thereafter, all data were scrutinized as a complete whole.
Each interview was first coded for key characteristics related to participatory

evaluation. On the basis of the summary reviews (i.e., data abstract coding), codes were
developed to characterize the modes of carrying out participatory evaluation, reasons for
selecting it, stakeholder and target population involvement, and reported indicators of
success and consequences of stakeholder participation. Each case was coded by a single
coder. The codes assigned to each case were then reviewed and verified by the same
coder after having completed initial coding of all cases.
Following coding, a series of cross-case display matrices to identify patterns in
the coded data were developed. These displays compared the dominant way in which the
participatory evaluation was conducted with features of the evaluation itself, such as
characteristics of the program or project environment, the nature of stakeholder and
target population involvement, failures and successes reported, and evidence of
consequences of stakeholder participation.

Summary

In this chapter, the methodological approach used in this dissertation research was
presented. Specifically, in this chapter the three methodological approaches used in this
study were detailed, which included (1) a systematic review of international development
evaluation reports, (2) a survey sample of international development evaluators, and (3)
interviews with international development evaluators. In the remaining two chapters the
findings and conclusions of this study will be presented.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

In this chapter the results of the systematic review of evaluation reports, international
development evaluator questionnaire, and interviews with international development
evaluators are presented. The chapter begins with a summary of the characteristics of
the units of analysis for each of the three data collections methods.

Next, findings

related to the key study questions—what are the politics of stakeholder participation in
international development evaluations (i.e., who: which stakeholders are included in
participatory evaluation approaches, how: in what capacity and in which evaluation stage
do they participate, why are participatory evaluation approaches used and in which
circumstances do they work best) and what are the consequences of stakeholder
participation in international development evaluation (i.e., what are the perceived
impacts of participation and what are the challenges associated with their use) —are
triangulated based on data from different respondent groups and different

data

collection methods and presented. Finally, the chapter concludes with a summary of key
findings.

Reports and Respondents
Three data collection methods were used in this study: a systematic review of
international

development

reports, a questionnaire

administered

to

international

development evaluators, and follow-up interviews with select questionnaire respondents.
In this section, the characteristics of the international development evaluation reports are
74

75
reviewed and the questionnaire and interview respondents are presented. Throughout
this section, the role of stakeholders in the evaluation process is highlighted and
discussed.

Characteristics of Studies Included in the Systematic Review
A systematic review of 102 international development evaluation reports was conducted
(Appendix E). The international development evaluation reports comprised a range of
18 countries, 19 multilateral and UN agencies, a regional aid agency (European Union),
and joint donors. A full list of the evaluation reports including the type of donor, donor,
aid agency, title of evaluation report, sector, subsector, type, and region can be found in
Appendix E.

Each of the evaluation reports was classified according to a data

abstraction form developed for this study. The data abstraction form was developed to
determine whether or not the evaluation report was participatory in nature. Of the 102
evaluation reports reviewed, only 5 stated that a participatory evaluation approach was
used. However, in 3 of these cases no evidence was provided to verify these assertions.
For example, in the executive summary of one evaluation report, it was reported that
"The [Mid-term review] MTR has been conducted using a "participatory assessment
approach,'" but in the evaluation methodology section this is not corroborated:
The methodology for the MTR has been based on a review of project
related documents, attendance at the First Tripartite Review meeting and
interviews with key participants. A bibliography of cited documents and
an interview list is contained in appendices A and B. The MTR Report
has been informed by U N D P Guidelines for Evaluators in terms of the
analysis of specific issues that need to be covered in such a review. The
report also addresses questions raised in the MTR Terms of Reference
and relies on the Project Document as the baseline for analysis of
projected outputs. (Report #75: UNDP)
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There is nothing that indicates that stakeholders were included in any capacity
beyond a data source (i.e., stakeholders were simply interviewed).

The following two

examples seem to indicate that the evaluation was participatory because stakeholders
engaged in discussions and were interviewed. However, similar to the example above, no
evidence is provided that stakeholders participated in any manner further than that of a
data source.
The methodology was highly participative, with a total of over 180
people involved in discussions and interviews (see Annex 2). At the end
of the in-country mission the consultants presented preliminary results of
the evaluation in a workshop attended by representatives of the
governments of Finland, Peru and Ecuador together with representatives
of UNICEF. (Amazon Project: Promotion of Sustainable Human
Development Along the Santiago River: UNICEF)
A participatory approach was adopted for this evaluation and as a part of
the process, discussions were held with key project personnel in the
U N E P offices in Geneva and Cambridge and other stakeholders to
ascertain the degree of attainment of project objectives and outcomes, to
assess replicability and sustainability issues, and to identify project
benefits and constraints. Web sites of organizations associated with the
project were browsed and e-mail consultations were made with a range of
stakeholders. The list of those consulted for the project evaluation is
given in annex IV. (Barriers and best practices in integrated management
of mountains Jan-04 ecosystems: UNEP)
Two evaluation reports went beyond merely stating that a participatory approach
was used but also indicated some very basic information about how they participated
(i.e., stakeholders were included in every stage of the evaluation and helped to provide
feedback and guidance on findings and conclusions). However, the

information

provided was too sparse to allow the evaluation approach to be correctly classified as
participatory.
The team had as one of its objectives to ensure that the approach was as
participatory as possible, and made every effort to involve the U N D P
staff at every stage of its inquiry. (Country Evaluation: Assessment of
Development Results (Mozambique: UNDP)
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Throughout the mission, the evaluators held regular meetings with the
Environmental Focal Team (see TOR), which provided invaluable
feedback and guidance to improve and refine findings and conclusions in
an iterative and participatory manner. (Energy and Environment U N D P
Bhutan: UNDP)
One evaluation report (Joint Evaluation of Effectiveness and Impact of the
Enabling Development Policy of the World Food Programme- Bangladesh Country
Study Multi-Project Evaluations: Joint evaluation) did not classify itself as participatory,
yet could potentially be considered as such. As is shown in the following excerpt, the
evaluation report states that briefing sessions were conducted with staff and donors to
"identify issues worth analyzing that may not have emerged during the inception phase
and...verify and discuss the preliminary findings of the country staff." If stakeholders
are given the opportunity to influence evaluation design (i.e., issues to be analyzed)
and/or help analyze data (i.e., verify and discuss findings), this would be considered a
participatory evaluation approach. Ultimately, however, too little information was
provided in the report to make a definitive conclusion on the participatory nature of this
evaluation.
The information collected, although essentially of a qualitative nature,
was consolidated to allow a more systematic analysis of the findings.
Finally, during the country study, briefing sessions for WFP Country
Office staff and donors sponsoring the evaluation were organised. They
were designed to inform the different stakeholders about the objectives
and approach of the evaluation and to identify issues worth analysing that
may not have emerged during the inception phase. The debriefing
session served to verify and discuss the preliminary findings of the
country study with the WFP Country Office staff. At district and upazilla
level, briefing sessions were held to inform the local authorities and
politicians on the mission's objectives and to obtain assistance in visiting
the sites chosen.
Only one international development evaluation report (Type of donor: Joint
evaluation) could be classified using the framework developed for this study. As is seen
in the following example, the evaluation report not only states that a participatory
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approach was used, but also details which stakeholders participated and how they
participated. In this case, stakeholders included funding agency staff, program staff,
recipients, non-recipients, and local youth organizations. The evaluation team was guided
by a steering group which included representatives of the funding agency, and also held
frequent workshops with a variety of stakeholders including recipients who were able to
provide feedback on the evaluation team. Moreover, a recipient (in this case, a youth
representative) was included in the evaluation team and participated in every stage of the
evaluation process (i.e., evaluation design, data collection, data analysis, developing
recommendations, reporting of findings, and dissemination of findings).
A participatory approach: The evaluation method was finalised in full
consultation with the Evaluation Steering group (which included
representatives of UNFPA and IPPF). In order to ensure participation in
the evaluation process, a short workshop was convened at the start of
each country study to inform stakeholders of the goal, objectives and
approach of the evaluation. This introductory workshop enabled
participants to undertake a participatory analysis of the strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and constraints faced by UNFPA country
offices and the FPA in promoting the reproductive health and rights of
young people. During the country evaluations the teams consulted a wide
range of stakeholders using a range of participatory methods.
Young people's involvement in the evaluation process: Young people
were consulted throughout the whole country evaluation process. The
counterpart organisation studies (see below) held in-depth discussions
with young people involved in the UNFPA and FPA country
programmes (eg peer educators, youth volunteers), users and non-users
of UNFPA and IPPF supported projects, and representatives of key
youth organisations. Sufficient privacy in interviews and discussions was
ensured for young people to share their views, and appropriate times and
locations selected to facilitate the full participation of young people. A
wide range of young people were consulted, including young people of
different ages, gender, socio-economic status, marital status, religion,
ethnicity, and locations (eg in and out of school, rural/urban). The
international teams also met with and interviewed young people involved
in UNFPA and FPA programmes; and during the introductory
stakeholder workshops, youth representatives had the opportunity to
comment on the objectives and approach of the evaluation, as well as
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providing insights into the priority issues affecting young people's
reproductive health and rights. A young consultant was included as a
member of each country team (CT) and participated fully in the country
study, including interviews and meetings with young people. A diversity
of young people's perspectives on key evaluation issues in each country
was thus ensured (albeit drawn heavily from samples of young people
who were directly involved in or benefited from UNFPA and IPPF
supported programmes).
Sensitivity and transparency: Evaluations can be a very stressful
experience for staff and volunteers involved, and the issue of young
people's sexual and reproductive health and rights is often sensitive. The
experienced international CTs ensured that the evaluation was
undertaken in a sensitive and transparent manner. The participatory
approach ensured that UNFPA and IPPF Evaluation: Synthesis Report 5
UNFPA and FPA staff and volunteers were consulted at each stage of
the process, and that during the country evaluations the team were open
to continuous discussion and crosschecking of information.
Of the remaining international development evaluation reports, 52 provided
information on the evaluation methodology but they neither claimed to be participatory
in nature nor provided any evidence indicating as such. Finally, 42 evaluation reports did
not provide any information regarding the evaluation methodology, making it impossible
to determine whether the evaluation was participatory in nature.
Overall, only 1% of the evaluation reports reviewed were deemed participatory in
nature. Another 1% was likely to be participatory but too little information was
provided. Five percent claimed to have used a participatory approach but provided too
little information to substantiate this claim. More than half (51%) of the evaluation
reports were not participatory based on the information provided. Finally, 4 1 % did not
provide any information on the methods and were thus rendered unable to assess.
The systematic review of international development reports revealed that while
present, participatory evaluation approaches are as not widespread in development
evaluation as the literature suggest. Moreover, the lack of information provided about
the evaluation methods in many of these reports makes them virtually impossible to

review. Of the evaluation reports that claimed to use a participatory approach, all but
one appeared to use stakeholders as a data source only. If stakeholders are included only
as objects of data for an evaluation (i.e., their involvement is limited to discussions, focus
groups, or interviews wherein they are providing information about the program to the
evaluator and not driving the evaluation itself), the evaluation cannot be considered
participatory.

Characteristics of Questionnaire Respondents
The survey process commenced on April 13, 2009 and concluded on July 23, 2009. A
total of 186 individuals completed the questionnaire with 151 (81%) individuals
completing the Web-based version and 35 (19%) a Microsoft Word version of the
questionnaire. The first item of the questionnaire was used to screen respondents, and
asked respondents to indicate whether they had experience conducting international
development evaluations. In all, 166 respondents (89%) responded affirmatively and the
remaining 20 respondents (11%) were directed to the final page of the questionnaire and
informed that their participation was not necessary.
Collectively, questionnaire respondents had 1,357 (M — 9.8, SD = 7.6, Mdn = 8)
years of

experience

conducting international

development

evaluations

and

had

conducted 1,412 (M = 11.0, SD= 13.0, Mdn = 5) international development evaluations.
On average, respondents indicated that 53% (SD = 32.4, Mdn = 50) of their time was
allocated to evaluation activities.
With regards to their country of origin, respondents to the survey were from 55
countries and 6 continents including: North America (the United States and Canada),
Africa

(Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Egypt, Ethiopia, Ghana, Ivory Coast, Kenya,

Madagascar, Mozambique, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Sudan,
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Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe), Europe (Bulgaria, Denmark, England,
France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Norway, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United
Kingdom), Asia (Armenia, Bangladesh, Cambodia, China, India, Indonesia, Japan,
Jordan, Pakistan, Palestine, the Philippines, Sri Lanka, and Uzbekistan), Latin America
(Bolivia, Brazil, Costa Rica, Haiti, Honduras, and Peru), and Oceana (Australia and New
Zealand). The proportion of respondents according to their country of origin are shown
in Figure 1.

Oceana
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N o r t h America

15%

Figure 1.

Respondents' Continents of Origin

As is evidenced in Figure 2, while respondents had experience working in all of
the world's regions, Eastern Africa, Western Africa, and Middle Africa were the most
frequently reported regions. On the other end of the spectrum, less than 5% of
respondents reported international development evaluation experience in Polynesia and
Micronesia. In addition to asking respondents about the regions in which they worked,
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the questionnaire also probed respondents on the sectors in which they worked. As can
be seen in Figure 3, respondents had experience evaluating a wide variety of international
development sectors. By far, the most commonly reported sector was community
development (64%), heath (58%), education (53%), agriculture (48%), and social services
(45%). Only 2% of respondents had experience evaluating international development
programs in the manufacturing and telecommunications sectors.
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Figure 3.
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Sectors in Which Respondents Work

Almost half of the respondents were either independent evaluation consultants
(27%) or work for I N G O s (22%). The remaining respondents worked for multi-lateral
aid organizations (10%), governments (8%), (local) N G O s (7%), universities (6%), and
bi-lateral aid organizations (5%). 15% of respondents reported that they worked for
organizations other than those listed above, such as national and international research
institutes and private evaluation firms.
With regards to their familiarity with participatory evaluation approaches, almost
all (92%) reported familiarity with participatory evaluation approaches and 8% did not.
Of

the

147 respondents

who

reported

familiarity with

paricipatory

evaluation

approaches, 116 (79%) reported that they had experience conducting such evaluations.
Respondents reported that, on average, 72% (SD = 26.6, Mdn -

80) of their total

international development evaluations had used participatory approaches.

As was extensively discussed in the second chapter of this dissertation, there is
quite a bit of variation in how participatory evaluation is conceptualized

and

opertationalized. Therefore, in the questionnaire respondents were not only asked to
indicate their familiarity with participatory evaluation approaches but also to describe
how they define participatory evaluation. Each definition was assessed using the
participatory evaluation framework developed specifically for this study. In other words,
each definition was assessed according to which stakeholders participate, the nature of
their participation, and in which evaluation phase they participate. In this way, it was
possible to document how participatory evaluation approaches are interpreted and
practiced by international development evaluators.
Consistent with the findings from the literature review (Estrella et. al, 2000;
Cousins, 2003; ONTRAC, 2007), there was extensive variation in how questionnaire
respondents defined participatory evaluation approaches. In terms of assessing the
definitions, on one end of the spectrum, some respondents provided very complete
definitions in that they specifically detailed which stakeholders participate, the nature of
their participation, and in which stage of the evaluation they participate. In these cases, it
was easy to assess the definitions based on the framework developed for this study. On
the other end of the spectrum, definitions were short and didn't provide sufficient
information for assessing whether or not they were participatory. Table 5 displays the
frequency of themes within the definitions provided by questionnaire respondents. In
the following section, respondents' definitions of participatory evaluation approaches are
assessed using the framework developed for this study.
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Table 5
Questionnaire Respondents' Definitions of Participatory Evaluation Approaches
Definition of participatory evaluation approach

Number of respondents mentioning theme (N — 140)

Evaluation phase

100 (71%)

Stakeholders

66 (47%)

Technical control

17 (12%)

Specialized tools/methods

15 (11%)

Stakeholders more than just a data source

12 (9%)

Giving stakeholders' voice

10 (7%)

Stakeholders just a data source

8 (6%)

Learning about program

8 (6%)

Capacity building

7 (5%)

Empowerment

6 (4%)

Other

9 (6%)

Evaluation phase. For many respondents, participatory evaluation approaches are
those where stakeholders participate in all phases of the evaluation. Other respondents
identified specific phases in which stakeholder participation indicates a participatory
approach as illustrated below:
Evaluation which involves participants, beneficiaries and program staff at
multiple stages, but especially in instrument design, findings and
recommendations.
It is an approach to evaluation that employs participatory processes and
methods where stakeholders are extensively involved in the design, data
collection, analysis and identification of recommendations. Writing may
be done by external people.
Stakeholders. The range of stakeholders included in the definitions varied from "all
relevant

stakeholder groups" to "as many stakeholder groups

as possible"

to

"beneficiaries." Within some definitions, respondents specifically stated whom they
considered stakeholders, such as "those who have direct or indirect interest in a project,"
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"donors, program staff," and "donors, governemnt, program staff, and recipients."
Given the differences in how stakeholders were conceptualized by those who provided
details, it was difficult to assess those definitions which did not explicitly describe who
was meant by stakeholder.
Nature of participation. The nature of stakeholder participation is assessed on two
dimensions: technical control of the evaluation process and extent of participation (i.e.,
consultation versus extensive participation). For some respondents,

participatory

evaluation approaches are intended to give voice to stakeholders:
Participator)' evaluation is designed, implemented and reported in a way
that sees stakeholders as important contributors to, and intended users
of, the findings. The process ensures that the voice of important
stakeholders is heard.
Approaches which give affected persons voice in evaluation, design,
implementation, analysis or dissemination.
On a more extreme level, other respondents see participatory evaluation
approaches as vehicles for capacity building and even empowerment:
Participation is the in active engagement in the evaluation process, in
decision making and access to information, and evaluation resource while
building an empowering process
It is a democratic approach [for] examining the values, progress,
constraints, and solutions of individuals, groups, or group activities by
involving all people. It recognizes and values the subtle contributions of
grassroots people, and grass-roots workers plus the communities
Participatory evaluation means involving relevant stakeholders in all
stages of the evaluation (e.g. establishing priorities, focusing questions,
interpreting data, linking processes to outcomes). It also means building
stakeholder capacity for future evaluations. Status and power differences
are minimized. Stakeholders are treated as equal. Participatory evaluation
also means the evaluation is understandable and meaningful to
stakeholders.
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On the other end of the participation specutrum, for some respondents
participatory evaluation approaches include the involvement of stakeholders but only to
a certain degree. Technical control and the final say over the evaluation process lie with
the evaluator:
It should not always be taken as a participation of stakeholders at every
stage of the evaluation as technical methodology and analysis should be
under the control of those who possess the capacity to do so.
Involvement of all stakeholders at all stages of evaluation. In practice,
funder has control of evaluation design and has stronger input on
recommendations than stakeholders. But stakeholders' opinion is
strongly
taken
into
account
when
evaluator
develops
recommendations—particularly in H O W things are done, rather than
W H A T is done.
In addition to the themes already mentioned, some respondents

defined

participatory evaluation approaches according to the use of of the definitions refered to
specidfic tools, activities, or methods:
A process by which stakeholders determine how success is defined and
measured and undertake the evaluation, facilitated by an evaluator. The
evaluation methods build on those used in PRA/RRA.
Involvement of as many stakeholders as possible in design, data
collection, analyses, and recommendations to explore the effectiveness
and efficiency of the project/program using various PRA and qualitative
methods/techniques.
As techniques using instruments such as focus groups, open interviews,
structured interviews, others using materials to support their participation
(whiteboard, games, tent sites, etc).
Another theme that emerged in the analysis was definitions that explicitly listed
the involvement of stakeholders in a capacity more than a mere data source:
Evaluation that involves program participants in the design and
implementation of the evaluation, rather than just as sources of data.
Evaluation where beneficiaries/clients participate to some extent in the
evaluation, other than merely being interviewees.
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Interestingly, particularly in light of the theme addressed above, some of the
definitions provided by respondents seemed to only include stakeholders as data sources:
Evaluation that takes into account stakeholders' opinions.
It's an evaluation where stakeholders' ideas, advices and points of view
are taken into account, discussed and presented in the findings.
Evaluation that explicitly includes the views of the people directly
affected by the program being evaluated.
Questionnaire respondents also reported that learning about the program being
evaluated was an integral purpose of participatory evaluation approaches:
Emphasis on learning and changing from evaluation, with all
stakeholders—donors, govt., program staff, and recipients equally
involved in all phases.
Evaluation in which knowledge sharing and learning are key objectives
and activities in the evaluation process and in which the 'targets' of the
evaluation help define the evaluation issues and interpret the outcomes.
Participatory evaluation is a learning process for the program recipients
that helps them and the project to reach desired goals.
Finally, as mentioned previously, some definitions were so vague that they were
impossible to assess using the framework developed for this study. In these cases,
respondents did not describe which stakeholders groups participate, the nature of their
participation, or which stage of the evaluation they participate. Examples of these
definitions are presented below:
Heavy stakeholder involvement.
In short, it's an evaluation that would involve the stakeholders related to
the project.
Evaluation done by evaluator and non evaluator.
Participatory approach involves some other staff, not only the evaluator.
Ultimately, analysis of how respondents defined participatory evaluation proved

beneficial in understanding how international development evaluators conceptualize this
approach. As was clearly seen in the examples provided above, there is great variation in
which stakeholders are included, the phases of the evaluation in which they participate,
and how they participate.

Characteristics of Interviewees
Of the 186 respondents who completed the questionnaire, 15 (8%) were identified and
asked to participate in a follow up interview designed to probe further into the issues
raised in the questionnaire. The interviewees were selected based on their demographic
characteristics including country of origin and experience conducting international
development evaluations and their experience including stakeholders in the evaluation
process; therefore, their selection was based on a criterion sampling process. Collectively,
interviewees had a total of 201 years (M = 14.4, SD = 9.9, Mdn = 1 4 ) conducting
international development evaluations and conducted 188 [M ~ 15.7, SD = 13.2, Mdn —
12) international development evaluations (see Table 6).
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Table 6
Characteristics of Interviewees
Stakeholder
Groups

Extent of
Participation

Control of
Evaluation
Process

Years
Evaluation
Experience

Number of
Evaluations
Conducted

Home Country

1

1,2,3,4,5,6

3

3

20

45

Australia

2

1,2,3,4

3

1

2

3

Germany

3

1,2,3,4,5,6

5

3

2

5

India

4

1,2,3,4

5

4

13

NP

Norway

5

3, 4, 5, 6

5

5

5

4

Sierra Leone

6

2,3,4

3

5

15

32

South Africa

7

1,3,4,5

5

5

10

NP

Bolivia

8

2,3,4

4

5

15

12

USA

9

1,3,4,5,6

4

2

NP

5

USA

10

1,2,3,4,5,6

5

3

30

15

USA

11

1,2,3,4,5,6

3

5

35

30

USA

12

1,3

4

2

23

10

USA

13

1,3,4

5

3

15

15

USA

14

1,2,3,4,5,6

4

2

10

NP

USA

15

1,2,3,4

5

3

6

12

Uzbekistan

rviewee

Note. All responses refer to international development evaluations. The stakeholder groups that
typically participate in evaluations are coded as 1 = funding agency staff, 2 = government, 3 =
program staff, 4 = recipients, 5 = non-recipients who were positively impacted, 6 = nonrecipients who were negatively impacted; extent of participation is rated on a continuum from 1
to 5 with 1 = no participation/consultation only and 5 = extensive participation; control of the
evaluation process is rated on a continuum from 1 to 5 with 1 = stakeholder and 5 = evaluator;
and NP = answer not provided.

One of the primary purposes of interviewing select questionnaire participants
was to probe further on how international development evaluators include stakeholders
in both typical and participatory evaluations. While the questionnaire gathered general
information on how all respondents define and implement participatory evaluation
approaches, the interview protocol was designed to explore themes and patterns that
emerged from the questionnaire. Moreover, the interviews were constructed to elicit
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specific and detailed examples on the role of stakeholders in participatory evaluation
approaches. Having specific examples is important because, in the words of one
interviewee, "participation is becoming a buzz word used by donors and evaluators
without understanding what it means."
As part of the interview, interviewees were asked to describe how stakeholders
participate in a typical international development evaluation. The following examples
illustrate the richness and diversity of interviewees' experience of including stakeholders
in the evaluation process:
Interviewee #15: I am conducting a large evaluation of a 5-year malaria
program sponsored by an United Nations agency. I am currently in the
process of developing the instruments for the evaluation. The evaluation
involves the participation of the government, implementing partners, and
local authorities. The results of this evaluation will be used as a baseline
for future projects. In other words, the findings won't just influence the
current project but also future projects. I would like to include direct
beneficiaries (those receiving malaria services) in the evaluation process
but it's not possible due to logistical reasons. Sudan is a very diverse
country. Sure almost all are Muslim, but there are 200 tribes that are very
different from each other.
In order to have a fully participatory
evaluation, there must be people from all of the tribes involved. To be
assured of this, you must include representatives of the local authorities.
This evaluation is very participatory. The U N D P is accused of not being
participatory; they are trying to break this image. Every stakeholder group
(with the exception of beneficiaries), for example N G O s , government,
implementing partners are involved in all stages of the evaluation process
(i.e. evaluation design or data collection).
Interviewee # 1 1 : I try to make my evaluations as participatory as
possible. My evaluations usually commence along the following lines: a
consultancy firm contacts me and there is a lot of initial interaction with
them and the donor agency. Sometimes the consultancy agency might
also be the implementing agency. In any case, there is lots of upfront
interaction about the evaluation design and plan. Once in country, there
is lots of interaction with people who implement the project. You need
to develop a relationship with them until they feel comfortable sharing
information. Unless they feel comfortable, you won't be able to get your
work done, particularly in short time periods. So investment in the
cultivation of relationships is very important. Next, I try to touch base

with partner agencies and obviously with beneficiaries. The amount of
time with beneficiaries really depends because of a variety of factors such
as time constraints due to remote location. Additionally, a lot of time
translation is provided by the implementing partner so it is hard to
determine how much the implementing partner is filtering and/or
guiding the conversation. I really like to have the opportunity to interact
with beneficiaries on multiple occasions, but sometimes this isn't
possible. Depending on timing, I can meet with government agencies and
additional partner agencies. Usually the evaluation plan is drafted by
clients but there is always room for discussion like identifying which
countries to visit or which commodities to evaluate. The amount of
changes that are made depends on the kind of relationship you develop
with the funder. Ultimately, you are concerned with identifying the best
way of accomplishing what they want to accomplish. If I see something
that doesn't make sense, I will address that.
Interviewee #12: When I first came to my I N G O , the only evaluation
policy that existed stipulated that all evaluations had to be participatory.
When I saw what they were doing I was very concerned. There was no
trustworthiness in the evaluation findings—not much attention given to
maintaining objectivity and evaluation staff had very little knowledge
about conducting evaluations. The folks who were doing evaluations
didn't have evaluation experience. They simply wanted to empower the
poor. Our I N G O works in places with substantial economic poverty.
Our approach to development is to maximize the empowerment of
stakeholders. However, there is a wide gap between what we aim to do
and what we actually do. I wanted to know how I could help staff
improve their evaluation; so I developed a framework to measure the
extent to which stakeholders were involved in the evaluation process. I
was interested in getting them to think about patterns in their evaluation
process.
Before, the general evaluation approach was to have a workshop with
beneficiaries and discuss what kinds of things they would hope to
discover through the evaluation. Then they would talk about how they
could collect the information. Collection of data was an intuitive process
that used brainstorming, not critical thinking. The field staff who
conducted the evaluations didn't question what stakeholders said; rather,
they just accepted what they said.
Interviewee # 1 : Stakeholders from all different levels participate in my
evaluations. Some donors want to participate in the evaluation with you.
That can be risky because you want to control the evaluation process.
Government representatives are also involved to some extent in the
evaluation process. I have never had an I N G O want to participate in

evaluation, besides from setting it up. Regional or International N G O s
country level research organization and other donors often want to be
included in the evaluation process. At the local level, I like to include
beneficiaries or the people to whom services are rendered, going on
down to general community members, local government, religious
organizations, civic and society organizations. There is a difference in
participation by stakeholder group. The donor is critical one—if they
want to have an external evaluator or not. There may be various levels of
participation before the T O R is issued. I believe that the independence of
the external evaluator is key to get participation from stakeholders. We
need to get away from the donor in order to achieve real independence
and encourage participation.
The most participator)' style of evaluation involves stakeholders
evaluating their own project (analyzing an evaluation, designing it,
conducting it). However, I don't see that happening very often. I have
done a lot of civil society evaluation and they might monitor and evaluate
the progress of their own activities. However, I [have] rarely seen
programs where multiple stakeholders actually run the evaluation.
I'm living in a country where experimental design evaluation approaches
are really big right now. I see lots of debate about experimental design. I
closely followed the recent debates in Cairo where they concluded that
they needed to have a more holistic approach. It's an interesting
controversy. The archetypes of experimental design are scientists in white
coats who are simply interested in behavior. They always talk about the
treatment of groups, are very standoffish, and only measure things in
terms of behavior. That sort of methodology is in a lot of tension to a
participatory approach. It's very rigid and rarely allows for any change to
methodology. I think that the responsiveness of evaluators to
methodological flaws is key. You can't do that with experimental design.
Interviewee # 6 : South Africa is a very consensus building society. You
need to bring people into the decision-making process. There are no
secrets in the evaluation process because you need to have transparency.
So we always bring stakeholders into the evaluation process. We use a lot
of appreciative inquiry. We ask recipients to tell us their story. Why is the
project important? What makes your heart sing? We don't give recipients
control of the data collection process because they don't have the skills.
We do involve recipients in designing instruments. We tell recipients
what sort of information they want to gather and then work
collaboratively with recipients to determine what sort of questions to ask
and how to word it. Then we have recipients role play and actually use
the instruments to see how well they work. We are really impressed with
the quality of the work that the recipients do. They vastly improve the

quality of the evaluation. We also hold findings workshops where we tell
stakeholders about the findings of the evaluation. Stakeholders help us
work through the findings to see if they make sense or not. Then we
charge stakeholders to come up with recommendations based on the
findings. We usually work with clearly delineated stakeholder groups.
When we hold workshops, we like to have a mix of stakeholders present,
i.e., from all stakeholder groups. But we tend to group program staff with
program staff, beneficiaries with beneficiaries, and so forth. Sometimes
we bring them all together so they can hear what the other groups have
to say. If there is a big disparity we will facilitate the ensuing discussion.
Interviewee # 6 : In all of my evaluations, all conversations are driven by
beneficiaries. They own the evaluation process. The evaluator is merely
the facilitator. When my I N G O goes into a community the first thing it
does is conduct a stakeholder analysis. In doing so, we look at key
characteristics of the group such as: political (government, chiefs,
authorities) and social vulnerability mapping (women, children, gender
and age issues), Women are often shy to participate. You need to
consider all of these criteria including organizational structures and
tradition and culture. The stakeholder analysis then helps us to identify
which stakeholders to be included in the evaluation. Of course this needs
to be updated because some new stakeholders could have entered the
scene after the stakeholder analysis was conducted.
My preferred participatory approach is community participation. It is
geared towards community involvement- 80% of the project is done by
participants themselves. Program staff are just there to facilitate. In
reality, the community owns the process. They have accurate and reliable
information and they can urge others to participate if they themselves are
involved in the process. Then they present findings to each other.
"Downward accountability" is extremely important. Most agencies want
and do only top down evaluation approaches.
As can be seen in the excerpts above, each of the interviewees had a different
means of including stakeholders in the evaluation process. In the first excerpt, the
interviewee detailed an international development program he was in the process of
evaluating using a participatory approach. While he stated that the evaluation was very
participator)' and included the stakeholders from every level were included, he explicitly
stated that recipients were not included due to logistical constraints. The second
interviewee echoed the difficulty of including recipients in the evaluation process due to

time and logistical constraints. However, the second interviewee was only discussing the
difficulty of meeting with recipients, not including them in the evaluation process. In other
words, he is often not able to meet with recipients even as a data source in many of his
evaluations.
The third interviewee had a strikingly different experience including stakeholders
in the evaluation process. When he first came to his organization as head of the
evaluation unit, evaluations were conducted exclusively by stakeholders, primarily
recipients, and were simply an extension of the program intervention designed to
empower and build capacity. While he appreciated the participation of stakeholders in
the evaluation process, he believed that the evaluations were not objective and therefore
not valid. During his tenure as evaluation director, he worked at enacting measures to
help improve the quality of evaluation by moving control of the evaluation process from
stakeholder to evaluator.
The remaining three interviewees reported that stakeholders from all levels,
particularly recipients, participate in their evaluations of international development
programs. Different reasons are cited for why they include recipients (i.e., improving
accuracy of findings and cultural appropriateness) in the evaluations process. It is
noticeable that only one interviewee reported that stakeholders control all aspects of the
evaluation process; the others reported that control is maintained by the evaluator.
Ultimately, the interviews reveal widely differing methods in which to engage
stakeholders in the evaluation process. The perspective of the second interviewee is
particularly interesting as it helps explain the findings from both the systematic review of
international development reports and the questionnaire. There appears to be a group of
evaluators who consider including stakeholders as subjects or data sources as a
participatory evaluation approach.
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Another important finding from the interviews was that, across the board,
interviewees reported that the role of stakeholders does not vary much across their
evaluations. In other words, they essentially include stakeholders in the same capacity in
all of their evaluations. For example, if an evaluator believes a recipient should be
included on the evaluation team, he strives to make that happen in all of his evaluations,
not simply ones deemed participatory.

Who—Which Stakeholders Participate in International
Development Evaluations?
As shown in Figure 4, respondents reported that the following stakeholder groups
typically participate in international development evaluations: program staff (82%),
recipients (77%), funding agency staff (67%), government (53%), non-recipients who
were positively impacted (30%), and non-recipients who were negatively impacted
(28%).
1
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Figure 4.

Stakeholders Who Participate in International Development Evaluations

Knowing which stakeholders participate is not sufficient; it is critical to identify
the phases in which stakeholders participate. Table 7 presents a matrix wherein
questionnaire

respondents

indicated

the

phases

in which

stakeholders

typically

participate in international development evaluations. As is clearly evidenced, program
staff are the stakeholder group most frequendy included in the evaluation process, and
data collection is the evaluation phase with the greatest stakeholder participation.
Conversely, non-recipients who were negatively impacted were the stakeholder group
least included in the evaluation process, and data analysis has the least amount of
stakeholder participation.

These findings were corroborated in the interviews.

Findings from both revealed that program'and funding agency staff were the most likely
stakeholders to participate. Moreover, the inclusion of non-recipients, both positively
and negatively impacted, was mentioned in only a few instances.
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In an attempt to differentiate between the role of stakeholders in participatory
evaluation approaches from that of a typical evaluation, questionnaire respondents were
asked to respond to a series of questions on the most recent international development
evaluation conducted using a participatory approach. 1 '

2

The rationale for this line of

questioning was that respondents, in having a concrete example on which to draw,
would provide a more accurate description.
As can be seen in Table 8, there are no notable differences in which stakeholders
participated or the evaluation phases in which they participated from a typical evaluation
to one that uses a participatory approach. One possible explanation is that, as reported
by interviewees, international development evaluators consistently include stakeholders
in the same manner in all of their evaluations. However this explanation is not very likely
and seems to represent evaluator ideology about how stakeholders should be included in
the evaluation process.

1

The idea of asking respondents to report on a specific participatory evaluation, comes from Cousins et
al's 1996 survey on participatory evaluation practices of international development evaluators. As it is hard
for evaluators to generalize across all of their evaluation experience, it was thought having a specific
example on which to draw would yield more specific and perhaps more realistic data,
2
Overall, 84% of the evaluations reported on by respondents took place in 2007, 2008, or 2009, of which
40% were both formative and summative in nature, 26% were summative, and 17% were formative.
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In the questionnaire, respondents were asked to report problems experienced in
using participatory evaluation approaches. Respondents' comments as they relate to
which stakeholders participate are presented below:
There is always a question of who is actually participating. Is it the
poorest of the poor? The disabled and disempowered? Often it is easier
to deal with the accessible poor, especially when time and money
constraints are factored in. Also, the N Z A I D model relies heavily on the
ability of in-country partner organisations. If they are unskilled/unable
to work with the inaccessible poor, the possibility that those individuals
are not accessed increases. Disability is a good gauge in this, as they are
often the poorest. However, in my experience, it is usually only those
organisations with a particular interest in disability that deal with this
aspect of the community (leprosy, blindness, H I V / A I D s etc.)
Powerful stakeholder groups especially donors and governments tend to
dominate the process- and give more value to their own views and
interests.
Donor perspectives as well as programming agency issues often take
precedence.
As an evaluation manager, the major problem has been determining who
to include and related to this individuals who have some experience and
understanding of evaluation so that their participation in the exercise is
fruitful.

How—The Nature of Stakeholder Participation
Identifying how stakeholders participate in international development evaluation requires
assessing both the extent to which stakeholders participate and who has technical control
of the evaluation process. Taken together, these two dimensions reveal the nature of
stakeholder participation. There are many different levels of participation. In more
participatory evaluation approaches stakeholders would have control of the evaluation
process

and

extensively

participate.

Conversely, in less participatory

evaluation

approaches, the evaluator would maintain technical control of the evaluation process and

stakeholders would have more of a consultative role.
Questionnaire respondents were asked to rate who typically has technical control
of the evaluation process on a 5 point scale from stakeholder to evaluator. As shown
below, respondents largely reported that evaluators typically have control of the
decision-making process in international development evaluations (M — 4.07, SD =
1.08). Indeed, almost half of the respondents (44%) reported that technical control lies
solely with the evaluator. The figure below shows the percentage of responses for each
of the 5 points on the continuum.

Stakeholder

3%

I

8%

I

13%

I

32%

I

44%

Evaluator

When asked to report on technical control using the example of a participatory
evaluation, the percentage of respondents reporting that evaluators maintain technical
control dropped to 25%, as shown below (M = 3.81, SD = 0.98). Clearly, this finding
runs contrary to the possible explanation cited above (i.e., evaluators tend to use
stakeholders consistently across evaluations). The figure below shows the percentage of
responses for each of the 5 points on the continuum.

Stakeholder

3%

I

7%

I

22%

I

43%

I

25%

Evaluator

Respondents were also asked to rate the extent of stakeholder participation on a
5 point scale from no participation/consultation only to extensive participation. As is
evidenced below, the mean score on this item was 3.0 (SD = 1.2), or the mid-point for
this continuum. While only 8% of respondents reported that stakeholders only consult
and do not participate in their international development evaluations, twice as many

103
(15.4%) reported that stakeholders participate extensively. The figure below shows the
percentage of responses for each of the 5 points on the continuum.

None

8%

I

30%

I

31%

I

15%

I

15%

Extensive

Instead of asking respondents to indicate the extent of stakeholder participation
using the example of the specific participatory evaluation, the questionnaire asked
respondents to indicate the extent of stakeholder participation in each evaluation phase
using the example of their most recent participatory evaluation. In this way, it was
possible to see how the extent of participation varied from evaluation phase. As is seen
in Table 9 data collection had the highest mean score (3.82), followed by dissemination
of findings (3.52) and developing recommendations (3.31). On the other end of the
participatory spectrum, data analysis (2.57) and evaluation design (2.88) had the lowest
mean scores on this item.

Table 9
Extent of Stakeholder Participation in Each Evaluation Phase
No participation/
Consultation only

Extensive
^

<

participation

M

SD

Evaluation design

21.8%

22.8%

20.8%

14.9%

19.8%

2.88

1.43

Data collection

7.1%

7.1%

21.2%

26.3%

38.4%

3.82

1.22

Data analysis

30.0%

20.0%

24.4%

14.4%

11.1%.

2.57

1.35

Developing recommendationsi

8.0%

20.0%

23.0%

31.0%

18.0%

3.31

1.21

Reporting of findings

18.3%

14.0%

23.7%,

28.0%

16.1%,

3.10

1.34

Dissemination of findings

12.0%

12.0%

19.6%

25.0%

31.5%,

3.52

1.36
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Why—Why Are Participatory Evaluation Approaches Used and in
which Circumstances Do They Work Best?
One of the objectives of this study was to determine why participatory evaluation
approaches are used and in which circumstances they work best. In the section of the
questionnaire on the specific participatory evaluation project, respondents were asked to
report why a participatory approach was utilized. As shown in Figure 5, almost half
(45%) of all respondents reported that doing so was most appropriate for the evaluation.
Interestingly, more than one-third (34%) reported that they always use participatory
evaluation approaches. Finally, 17% of respondents indicated that the client specifically
requested the use of a participatory evaluation approach and 4% did not know why it
was used.

D o n ' t know, 4 %
/

Always use
participatory
approaches, 34°/o

Client specifically
requested, 1 7 %

/
/

.—J't

4

-

^f\

l

'i',,p»

A

^

WaG m o s t

appropriate For
evaluation, 4 5 %

Figure 5.

Reason for Using Participatory Evaluation Approach
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As part of the questionnaire, respondents were also asked if there are particular
circumstances in which participatory evaluation approaches work best. There was a wide
range of responses to this item that reveal the diversity in thinking and practice with
participatory evaluation approaches. Table 10 displays the frequency of responses
reported by respondents.

Table 10
Circumstances in which Participatory Evaluation Approaches Work Best According to
Questionnaire Respondents
Circumstances

Number of respondents mentioning theme (N=99)

Stakeholders included in evaluation process from

25

the beginning
Stakeholders involved in project being evaluated

22

Donor support

17

Conducive environment

15

Sufficient time

15

Participatory evaluation approaches are always

10

appropriate
Flexibility

•

7

Evaluation is formative

7

Other

10

Some respondents reported that participatory evaluation approaches work best
when stakeholders have been included in the evaluation process from the beginning. In
other words, it is difficult to conduct a truly participatory evaluation when stakeholders
are only brought on board at the later stages of an evaluation such as data collection. In
this way, if stakeholders have an active role from determining what questions are asked
to how the data are analyzed, the evaluation findings will have more meaning for them
and they will be more likely to use the findings.
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Having stakeholders involved in the initial discussions about the
evaluation is best rather than doing all the thinking and bringing them in
later to rubber stamp it. Ideally, stakeholders would suggest or generate
the areas that should be examined or at least some of them so that they
feel that are also getting something out of the process as well.
Also,
ensuring that there is a clear understanding of how the data will
eventually be used or timing it to a budget process etc. so that there is
clear end-use of the findings.
In situations where stakeholders were involved from the start,, from
conceptualization of the project to implementation.
Another theme that emerged was if stakeholders had been actively involved in
the project being evaluated, a participatory evaluation approach would work well:
Where the stakeholders had owned the vision of the outcomes and
impact, and especially working on the perspectives of sustainability from
day one of the project.
When they are part of the project design from the start and not
something that is added on later to satisfy evaluation needs.
The support of donors or evaluation client was also mentioned by questionnaire
respondents. Having donor support, in terms of financial and time resources, logistical
support, and commitments to the participatory process, is critical to the success of a
participatory evaluation approach.
With an administratively flexible donor is interested in developmental
outcomes as much as project results. When outcomes are as important to
the project as their outputs.
When the commissioning body (usually the funding agencies and staff,
sometimes government or implementing N G O ) has a good
understanding of why doing a participatory evaluation and related
benefits and are really willing to carry out one.
On a related note, another common theme that emerged from data analysis was
having an environment conducive to supporting the interaction of stakeholder groups.
For several respondents, this meant that stakeholder groups were on good terms and
that there was no conflict.
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When there is a good relationship between the project staff and all the
others actors When the government is part of the team, that makes
contact of officials very easy. When there is a common understanding of
the T O R of the evaluation. When the project team is willing to cooperate. If the stakeholders have been prepared for the evaluation
process (availability, open mind).
As has already emerged in several other sections of this chapter, having sufficient
time was cited by numerous

respondents

as being critical

for

the

successful

implementation of a participatory evaluation approach. This is particularly true for those
respondents who reported that stakeholders need to be included in the evaluation from
the beginning.
When there is enough time to manage it...most USG evaluation SOWs
don't allow it.
If there is time (and budget) to truly engage in discussions.
Other

respondents

reported

that

they

feel

that

participator)'

evaluation

approaches are appropriate and work well all of the time. These respondents reported
that stakeholder participation isn't something that should be reserved for particular
cases, but rather something that should be incorporated in all evaluations.
They are essential in all cases, in my view. The question in each case is,
what type and extent of participation is necessary?
I think they should always be combined with quantitative methods, just
as quantitative methods should always be joined with a participatory
portion.
Including additional people in the evaluation process opens the door for
complications and the identification of emerging issues. Some respondents commented
on the need to have flexibility to respond appropriately to both problems and the
additional complications of including more stakeholders.
When the design is flexible and can incorporate learning from these
evaluations.
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When there is no prior agenda set by donors or the agencies. For a fully
participatory approach there must not be pre-set evaluation questions
and methods. There needs to be flexibility and openness.
Perhaps most interestingly, another theme that emerged was that participatory
evaluation approaches work best when the evaluation is formative in nature. Several
respondents reported that the stakes are too high for summative evaluations to allow for
a participatory evaluation approach. This theme also emerged in the interviews where
interviewees went even further saying that internal evaluators are much better suited than
external evaluators for using participatory evaluation approaches.
Where the main goal is to improve the program, rather than to generate
supposedly "objective evidence of impact (or the lack thereof)."
Where buy-in is needed and where evaluations are formative or strategic.
Finally, there were also a number of responses that were unique could
not be classified. Examples of these types of responses are provided below.

In limited, focused evaluations (e.g. one particular aspects of a project)
In health programmes particularly child survial issues.
In case of successful operations

What—What are the Perceived Impacts of Participatory
Evaluation Approaches?
As discussed extensively throughout this study, particularly in the second chapter, the
use of participatory evaluation approaches is rather contentious. Proponents of their use
cite many

benefits

such

as increased

empowerment

and

capacity building

of

stakeholders. Critics of participatory evaluation approaches cite those two specific
examples of why participatory evaluation approaches should not be utilized. Ultimately,

I

understanding evaluators' perceptions of the consequences of participatory evaluation
approaches will help answer the question of why they are used.
Survey respondents were asked to report their perceived impacts of the use of
participatory evaluation approaches (see Table 11). Responses to this item were striking:
93% of respondents reported that the use of a participatory evaluation approach
increased the usefulness of evaluation findings and correspondingly the use of evaluation
findings (88%). A large proportion (88%) reported that their use increased the
empowerment of stakeholders and 87% reported they increased stakeholder buy-in.
In terms of negative impacts, participatory evaluation approaches were reported
to increase financial (58%) and time (69%) constraints. A few respondents (9%) reported
that the use of a participator)' evaluation approach decreased validity. Two surprising
negative impacts listed by respondents were a reduction in fairness

(5%) and

stakeholders' technical research skills (3%).

Table 11
Perceived Impacts of Participatory Evaluation Approaches
Decreased

N o Change

Increased

Don't Know

Usefulness of evaluation findings

0.9%

3.6%

92.8%

2.7%,

Empowerment of stakeholders

0.9%

7.2%

88.3%

3.6%

Use of evaluation findings

0.0%

8.2%

88.2%,

3.6%

Buy-in

0.0%

5.4%

86.5%,

8.1%,

Fairness

4.5%.

11.6%

75.0%,

8.9%

Stakeholder's technical research skills

2.7%

14.3%.

74.1%

Validity

9.0%

17.1%

71.2%

2.7%

Time constraints

10.0%

17.3%

69.1%

3.6%

Social change

0.9%

11.8%

63.6%

23.6%

Other*

5.3%

10.5%

63.2%

21.1%

Financial constraints

12.8%

23.9%

57.8%

5.5%

•

8.9%
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Note. *Other responses in included: development of a culture of evaluation, accountability and
transparency, and ownership.

To probe further into these issues, interviewees were asked to describe in greater
details their perceived impacts of a participatory evaluation approach. In the following
section, their perspectives are shared beginning with perceived positive impacts and
followed by perceived negative impacts.
By far the most frequently cited positive impact of participator)' evaluation
approaches was a perception that they increased validity. According to interviewees,
stakeholder participation helps ensure that the evaluation uses relevant data and
accurately reflects the needs of stakeholders:
We usually need to use participatory approaches in international
development evaluation because most of the time, the programme design
was done by technicians alone in their corner without having taken into
account stakeholders' views. An evaluation is usually conducted either at
the mid-course or at the end of a programme so stakeholders' views are
more than important in order to know what did really happen and why it
happened that way according to those who lived the programme from
inside.
Unless the beneficiaries are consulted early in the process and involved in
discussions about their views of the program/topic being evaluated, it is
very difficult to design instruments that collect pertinent information.
It helps me get better information and helps with the subsequent
analysis. The principle behind stakeholder participation is that people
hold their own knowledge. In most development evaluation we treat
beneficiaries like animals, like they don't know anything.
Another positive impact frequently cited by interviewees was facilitation of the
evaluation process. Interviewees reported that including relevant stakeholders make it
easier to collect and access data, use local resources, and reduce dependence on hiring
consultants:
If you bring people into the evaluation process the evaluation process
will be greatly facilitated. There will be better data. It will be more valid

Ill
and sound, in that it reflects what they think, more complete because
they have a stake in the evaluation process. So, there will be less time
spent in data management.
Capacity building was another positive impact reported in the interviews. Many
interviewees reported

that participatory evaluation approaches

help develop

the

stakeholders' evaluation skills. Indeed, sbme interviewees reported that it was one of
their objectives to help build capacity and that they didn't care if they crossed the line
with implementation:
Participation enables stakeholders to assess the program results with
various viewpoints and criteria. They see and hear the same things the
evaluator is seeing and hearing which helps them come to the same
conclusions and act upon the recommendations. Perhaps, more
importantly, they learn how and why to do evaluations.
USAID has a subsidiary objective, they're capacity builders. They always
try to do capacity building because they think that it is a good impact
from the evaluation. Thus, one of my objectives of including
stakeholders is to develop their capacity. Some people think that you blur
the lines by doing so, but I say "y e s, we are doing capacity building!"
Stakeholders should learn about evaluation and how to do it well. And
frankly it is my role to facilitate their development in evaluation. I respect
stakeholders' knowledge and want to help build their capacity. I feel they
must develop this capacity.
For a few interviewees, participatory evaluation approaches help resolve fairness
issues, contribute to their empowerment, and

facilitate transparency. For

these

interviewees, stakeholder participation in the evaluation process is viewed as an ideology:
For Pragmatic reasons: Problem solving rationale; instrumentality;
enhance evaluation utilization. For Political reasons: Democratic
rationale; amelioration of social inequity; enhance self-determinism;
emancipatory/empowerment
focus.
For
Philosophic
reasons:
Epistemological
rationale; deepen
understanding
of
meaning;
constructivist focus (survey).
It is a basic human right to be much more than a subject in evaluations
which affect the target population's welfare. They live with the product.
And it enhances validity, as well as their incidence in defining their own
future.
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For downward accountability: very often we only think of accountability
to the donor on how the money is spent efficiently and effectively
forgetting that those who are beneficiaries especially have a say on how
they felt about the program or project delivery.
Interestingly, as compared to the questionnaire findings, only a few interviewees
reported that participatory evaluation approaches increase the use of evaluation findings:
I usually use participatory approaches to evaluation in order to ensure
that the perspectives of the various stakeholder groups are accounted for
(not only that of the evaluator and other powerful groups i.e. donors,
government, etc.) and that they will use the results of the evaluation since
they then have meaning to them.
Overall, as noted on page 109 and in Table 11, there were far fewer reports of
the negative impacts of participatory evaluation approaches than there were reports of
positive impacts. Still, a number of negative impacts were discussed and are presented in
the following section.
Consistent with the questionnaire findings, the time and financial constraints of
participatory evaluation approaches were frequently mentioned by the interviewees.
Interviewees reported that it takes time to coordinate to bring all relevant stakeholders
together and, in particular, to come to a consensus. However, such constraints were not
only listed as negative impacts of participatory evaluation approaches. Indeed, several
interviewees reported

that time and

financial

constraints precluded. the use of

participatory evaluation approaches:
Donors and N G O s talk about using participatory approaches; however,
participation is usually minimal due to costs and time constraints.
Findings are usually less rigorous because sample size decreases
substantially due to funding and time constraints.
Many evaluations are slap-dash and are usually put together as an
afterthought. People just don't think about evaluation beforehand. They
try to do too much in too short of a time period. The amount of time in
the field is almost laughable. It is impossible to think that you could have
any genuine participation of stakeholders in the evaluation process. The
more people you include in evaluations, the more complicated it
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becomes. If you involve everyone in the process it takes more time and
money.
Evaluations are often for a set period of time say 3-4weeks. Stakeholders
who are invited to participate often have no experience with evaluation.
There is often no time allowed to bring them up to speed. They also
often have trouble with data analysis and writing to a high standard of
English as required by the donor.
They are often not involved in the
initial design of the evaluation and normally join the team after the work
has been done and as a result they really don't understand why it is being
done which is often to fulfill internal reporting requirements.
Decreased validity was the other most frequently reported negative impact of
participatory evaluation approaches:
I have also struggled with accuracy as a problem with participatory
evaluation approaches. Sometimes people report something that I know
is not true. However, because all stakeholders agree on the issue, I have
to go by what they say.
I do experience some criticism from people who are worried about
reduced validity. But I try to go over the evaluation process with them so
that they understand. Even if validity is reduced I think that it is worth
the risk.

In addition to discussing the negative impacts of participatory evaluation
approaches, interviewees also detailed problems with their use. These problems are
discussed in detail in the following section.

What—What are the Challenges Associated with the Use of
Participatory Evaluation Approaches as Reported by
Respondents?
Even those evaluators who are strong advocates of and consistently use participator)'
evaluation approaches encounter problems when using them. Understanding the
potential problems can help international development evaluators be better prepared and
plan accordingly. In this section, problems with participatory evaluation approaches
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identified in both the questionnaire and interviews with respondents are discussed.
Recommendations for overcoming these problems as well as conducting participatory
evaluation approaches are also presented.
As part of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to identify challenges to
utilizing participatory evaluation process (see Table 12). More than one-third of the
respondents indicated that the time consuming nature of participatory approaches was
very challenging and an additional 39% reported that they were often challenging. Reconciling
power issues was considered challenging (both very and often) by 73% of respondents. On
the other hand, one-fifth of respondents indicated that determining which stakeholders
to include was not at all challenging.

Table 12
Reported Challenges to Using Participatory Evaluation Approaches
Not at all
Challenging

Somewhat
Challenging

Often
Challenging

Very
Challenging

Determining which stakeholders to include

21%

47%

24%

8%

Determining how stakeholders will participate

14%

40%

40%

6%,

Power issues

6%

20%

49%

25%

Lack of stakeholder expertise

12%

31%.

38%

20%

Time consuming

9%,

17%,

39%

35%

To probe further into this issue an item in the questionnaire asked respondents
to discuss problems experienced with using participatory evaluation approaches. Table
13 displays the frequency of responses for this question.
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Table 13
Problems Using Participatory Evaluation Approaches as Reported by Questionnaire
Respondents
Problems cited

Number of respondents mentioning theme (N=97)

Donor dominance

30

Time constraints

24

Power issues

20

Conflicting priorities

17

Lack of expertise

16

Other

8

Questionnaire respondents reported that donors and clients impede the use of
participatory evaluation approaches in that they try to control the evaluation by "cherrypicking" stakeholders to participate, trying to stifle negative findings, and "overpowering
weak stakeholders."
Donor agency not wanting to accept the critical views expressed by
beneficiaries of the intervention—another problem is that a
commissioning agency may use the rhetoric of participation and call for
an evaluation to be participatory, but not really provide the resourcing for
this—this is very challenging to deal with.
Project managers and partners deliberately selecting community members
and other stakeholders who have had favorable experiences with the
project and will only say favorable things. Field coordinators not
understanding or disregarding guidelines and not planning or
implementing activities as requested (because participatory approaches
are more complex than simply passing out surveys. They take shortcuts
so as to simplify the process and compromise the integrity and validity of
the evaluation).
When a participatory evaluation is conducted, it is usually at the demand
of the donor (most cases in developing countries). So stakeholders'
participation is often considered as a masquerade because they know that
very often what they would say will not be taken into account in the
decision process following the evaluation, that it will be "always" the
donor's views that would matter.
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Time and financial constraints were cited as an obstacle to using participatory
evaluation approaches. Questionnaire respondents reported that the use of participatory
evaluation approaches require significant time and financial resources in order to bring
stakeholders together.
Clients are rarely willing to invest the time and money necessary for a
truly participatory approach.
Harmonizing and aligning the different perspectives of a range of
stakeholders Very time consuming - call for patience, working within the
ever changing schedules of various stakeholders; this sometimes has a ,
cost implication
Arranging appropriate time for all stakeholders is challenging. Bringing
all stakeholders at a time is very challenging.
Power issues were another reported challenge of participatory

evaluation

approaches. As one interviewee reported, "I almost always have problems with power
issues. In any culture, poor people do not hob knob with ministry people and literate
people as they do in participatory evaluation approaches." Trying to get stakeholders
from different socio-economic groups to participate collaboratively can be extremely
challenging.
Another problem I experience is with senior and more experienced
people dominating. Younger people without power tend to keep quiet as
they are afraid to participate. Power issues are problems for all
evaluations but they are particularly problematic for participatory
evaluations. This is because participatory evaluations tend to bring all
stakeholders together to discuss issues. In regular evaluations,
stakeholders can be met with one on one to get their perspective.
When I hold workshops, I like to have a mix of stakeholders present, i.e.,
from all stakeholder groups. But I tend to group program staff with
program staff, beneficiaries with beneficiaries, and so forth. Sometimes I
bring them all together so they can hear what the other groups have to
say. If there is a big disparity I will facilitate the ensuing discussion. The
biggest challenge they have is getting older women from lower classes to
talk. So we have focus groups facilitated by an older woman to overcome
that problem.
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On a related issue, lack of stakeholder expertise/capacity, particularly illiteracy,
makes participatory evaluation approaches difficult. Evaluation instruments have to be
designed in alternative formats if stakeholders are illiterate. Several respondents reported
that they build workshops on conducting evaluations into the evaluation plan to "bring
stakeholders up to speed."
I usually send a draft of the evaluation report to the stakeholders.
However, it is difficult because they are very oftentimes illiterate so they
can't read the report. So it is very difficult to identify which stakeholders
are capable of participating.
The level of expertise of the stakeholders comes into play as well (literacy
plays a part in this as well). Ultimately, their level of participation
depends on their ability.
It is very difficult to work with illiterate and uneducated stakeholders.
Reconciling conflicting opinions and priorities of different stakeholder groups
was another theme that emerged. Having additional people in the evaluation process
introduces new questions of interest and opportunities for conflict.
Sometimes there are differences in the opinions within the evaluation
team about the importance or the mandate, or whether the project has
really followed their mandate. Surprising!
Some stakeholders are interested in seeing changes in other areas which
might not be the focus of the project (e.g. government often has its own
priorities or political interest); some other participate only to get per diem
and lose interest if no money is being paid to them; beneficiaries/clients
are not self confident enough to argue with other educated people or
challenge their views thus consenting on everything.
Finally, there were some responses that were so ambiguous that they were not
able to be classified. Examples of these types of responses are provided below.
Provided wrong idea that the program was being really evaluated
Presentation of the data in a systematic way
Not very well
commissioners

known,

neither

by

stakeholders

or

evaluation
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Numerous questionnaire respondents and interviewees not only identified
problems but also provided recommendations on how to conduct

participatory

evaluation approaches. The frequency of these responses is not provided because the
recommendations below represent all of the recommendations provided by respondents.
This section concludes with these recommendations.
Understanding the local context and stakeholders was identified

as very

beneficial. Taking the time to learn about local traditions and practices will help facilitate
the evaluation process as it will allow for greater stakeholder buy-in.
There is an ancient Chinese proverb—When you are in the community
do as the community. Eat like them, behave like them. When you go in
consider it a learning process. Don't go and tell them what degrees you
have. Don't act like you are smarter than them. G o thinking you will
learn from them. Local people can teach you too. Give and take of
knowledge.
Know your context. The extent to which participatory evaluation
approaches will work ultimately depends on the regional context. In
Africa, people like to work with N G O s and are very easy to mobilize. In
Asia, people want to be paid to do anything. They are very difficult to
include in evaluation work. If you pay people it can be expensive. If you
cook for people it can be both expensive and time consuming. One thing
you need to avoid is raising peoples' expectations. If you keep coming to
a community they might think that they are going to get something from
you (e.g., some new project or funding).
Get to know the institutions with whom you are working in order to
know who the stakeholders are. Not all stakeholders are the same.
On a related note, ample time for planning helps ensure that evaluators
understand the local context and that stakeholders have time to participate.
Plan the evaluation activity well in advance and encourage the
stakeholders to put the evaluation activity in their operational calendar.
However, this will not always work.
I have always loved to ensure that enough information be provided
before I move to the field. I always try to know the background of the
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different stakeholders and also to know how involved they have been in
the process. Sometimes different methods are used in different settings
following their cultural backgrounds. There are some cultures in which
women, men and children do not sit together to discuss in the same
room.
Finally, making sure and facilitating buy-in to the participatory process
helps ensure that all stakeholders are committed to the evaluation. Some
respondents reported that that the time spent "upfront getting everyone on the
same page is well worth the effort."

Primary focus should be on buy in of the evaluation process- it will
greatiy improve the facilitation and relevance of evaluation.
Educate, educate, educate. It takes time to convince external audiences
that participatory evaluations can provide valid and reliable data. Much
time is spent to create this awareness, one thing useful is to show the cost
savings and the increased buy in.

Summary of Key Findings
The results of this study suggest that there is no common understanding of what is
meant by participatory approaches to international development evaluation. Indeed, how
participatory evaluation approaches are defined and practiced varies widely. In general,
program staff and recipients are the stakeholder groups that are included most frequently
in participatory evaluation approaches. Of all the evaluation phases, stakeholders
participate most in data collection and least in data analysis. Stakeholders have more
technical control over the evaluation process in participatory evaluation approaches than
in typical evaluations. The extent of stakeholder participation is most extensive for data
collection and dissemination of findings. Stakeholder participation in data analysis and
evaluation design tends to be a more consultative nature. Participatory evaluation
approaches work best in formative evaluations, when the program being evaluated was

also participatory in nature, and when conducted by internal evaluators.
Many positive and negative impacts of participatory evaluation approaches were
identified. According to respondents, participatory evaluation approaches increase
validity, facilitate the evaluation process, develop stakeholder capacity, promote fairness,
and help increase evaluation use. Negative impacts identified include increased time
constraints and decreased validity. Challenges to the use of participatory evaluation
approaches include donor dominance of the evaluation process, power dynamics, lack of
stakeholder expertise, and competing stakeholder priorities. Recommendations

for

conducting participatory evaluation approaches include understanding the local context,
allowing sufficient time for planning, and facilitating buy-in to the evaluation process.
The next and final chapter of this study will discuss these findings in further
detail as well their implications. The chapter will present the limitations of this study and
describe areas for future research.

CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

Up to this point, this dissertation has been concerned with documenting what's so? As
such, this study has been designed to document current practice in participatory
approaches to international development evaluation. The preceding chapter detailed who
(i.e., which stakeholders) are involved in participatory evaluation approaches, how (i.e., in
what capacity and to what extent) they participate, when (i.e., under what circumstances
do they work best), why are participatory evaluation approaches used and in which
circumstances do they work best, and what axe the consequences of their use. This

final

chapter deals with the most important question in evaluation: so what? The importance of
the study's findings is discussed with regards to their implications to the field of
international development evaluation. The chapter is divided into three sections. The
chapter begins with a discussion of key findings from this study. Next, the limitations of
this research are discussed and presented. The chapter concludes with suggestions for
future research.

Discussion of Key Findings
Perhaps the most significant finding of this study is the confirmation that participatory
evaluation approaches are interpreted and practiced in widely differing ways. On the
surface, that finding might not seem very substantial. However, given the great debates
over the use of participatory evaluation approaches, it presents potentially interesting
implications. For example, without a common understanding of what is meant by
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participatory evaluation, how can the merits or demerits of such approaches be
legitimately debated?
Throughout the course of this study, it was apparent that there are more
differences

than

commonalities

in how participatory

evaluation

approaches

are

implemented. For some evaluators, participatory evaluations involve the extensive
participation of all stakeholder groups (from donor to non-recipients) in every phase of
the evaluation (from design to dissemination). For others, the participation of donors in
the design constitutes a participatory evaluation approach.
As the debates over the consequences of participatory evaluation rage on, the
question of the relevance of these debates emerges. One of the biggest complaints waged
by critics is that participatory evaluation approaches lose objectivity and, even more
troubling, lose validity via the inclusion of stakeholders. However, according to the
majority of international development evaluators who participated in this study,
evaluators maintain control of the evaluation process. Another argument is that
participatory evaluation approaches cross the line into intervention when empowerment
and capacity building become objectives. Interestingly, only a few respondents Listed
empowerment and capacity building as objectives of their participatory evaluation
approach. If empowerment and capacity building are side effects that result from
participatory evaluation approaches, should that be considered problematic?
Perhaps most interesting is the rather common practice of evaluators referring to
interviewing stakeholders (recipients, government officials, implementing partners) as
participatory evaluation. This view treats the notion of participation as essentially sources
of information or data (i.e., they become informants rather than true participants). This
phenomenon emerged in the systematic review of evaluation reports, questionnaire, and
follow up interviews with evaluators. This begs the question if such evaluators do not

even interview or interact with stakeholders to any extent in

non-participatory

evaluations.
As mentioned in Chapter II of this dissertation, participatory

evaluation

approaches are best considered on a continuum. In other words, there are many
gradations to participation and evaluations should be classified accordingly. Some
authors (Rebien, 1996; Daigneault & Jacob, S., 2009) have called for the use of minimum
thresholds for participation on these continuums. Given that there are multiple
dimensions to participation (e.g., stakeholder group, evaluation phase, control of
decision-making, extent of participation), determining precise thresholds can be very
complicated.
However, there is a strong argument for the inclusion of a single criterion that
must be met if an evaluation is to be considered participatory: Are stakeholders included
as. more than simple data sources? This criterion alone would not be sufficient for
ultimate determination of participation. It would however be the minimum necessary
condition to be considered participatory. For example, the first step in assessing if
evaluations are participatory would be to determine if stakeholders were more than data
sources. If that minimum criterion is not met, there would be no need to assess the
evaluation on the other dimensions.
Throughout the course of this study it became clear that the lack of a common
understanding of participatory evaluation was problematic. For example, numerous
respondents reported that donors call for participatory evaluations but provide no
explanation of what specific activities that entails. In the systematic review of a sample of
international development evaluation reports, several evaluation reports clearly stated
that they used a participatory evaluation approach yet provided no evidence to support
such claims. In several instances, it seemed as if stakeholders were only included as data

sources yet the evaluation was labeled participatory. Has participation become a buzz
word that evaluators are eager to assign to their evaluations but, in reality, has no
significance?
The most frequently cited problem associated with the use participatory
evaluation approaches was increased time constraints. Respondents reported that the
participation of stakeholders significantly increased the amount of time it took to
conduct evaluations. From introducing new logistical constraints from the addition of
more individuals to reconciling different

priorities of stakeholders, participatory

evaluation approaches are time consuming. However, even though donors frequently call
for the use of participatory evaluation approaches, they don't seem to recognize the
additional time demands of such approaches. Numerous respondents reported that the
TORs and SOWs with their corresponding pre-established questions and expected data
collection methods issued by donors do not allow for participatory

evaluation

approaches.
Donor dominance of the evaluation process was another important finding of
this

study.

Respondents

reported

that

the

prescribed

SOWs

for

international

development evaluations do not allow for flexibility in the evaluation process. More
troubling are the reports of donors trying to interfere with evaluation findings by "cherry
picking" stakeholders with positive impacts to trying to dominate less powerful
stakeholders to, most troubling, trying to stifle negative findings. Such environments or
perspectives are not at all conducive to conducting any evaluation with integrity,
regardless of the level of participation of stakeholders.
The findings of this dissertation underscore the importance of clarity and the
need for details when discussing participatory evaluation approaches. Evaluators
proposing to engage in a participatory evaluation approach should be prepared to answer
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the following questions. Which stakeholders will be included in the evaluation? In what
capacity will they participate? In what evaluation phases will they participate? Who will
maintain technical control over the decision making process? The answers to these
questions will help ensure that both evaluators and clients have a shared common
understanding of the nature of participation.
The findings from this dissertation fit well with the body of literature on
participatory evaluation. First, consistent with the literature (Estrella et. al, 2000; Cousins,
2003), there were widely varying definitions of what is meant by participatory evaluation.
Recall the 2003 quote from Cousins presented in Chapter II:
Participatory evaluation (PE) turns out to be a variably used and illdefined approach to evaluation that, juxtaposed to more conventional
forms and approaches, has generated much controversy in educational
and social and human services evaluation. Despite a relatively wide array
of evaluation and evaluation-related activities subsumed by the term,
evaluation scholars and practitioners continue to use it freely often with
only passing mention of their own conception of it. There exists much
confusion in the literature as to the meaning, nature, and form of PE and
therefore the conditions under which it is most appropriate and the
consequences to which it might be expected to lead. (p. 245)
The definitions provided by respondents in this study varied not only in terms of
quality but, more importantly, in what they described. For some evaluators, participatory
evaluation is one where stakeholders are consulted during the evaluation process. For
other

evaluators, participatory

evaluation is an approach

where non

evaluator

stakeholders are actively involved in all evaluation phases and retain technical control of
the evaluation process. The results of this study have shown that the confusion that
Cousins refers to is apparent in international development evaluation. Ultimately,
understanding these differences is important because they demonstrate the lack of
shared understanding about participatory evaluation.

Comparing the findings from this study to Cousins, Donohue, and Bloom's 1996
study on participatory evaluation in Canada and the United States reveals strong
commonalities. While many of the specific questions in the Cousins et al study differed
from this present study, there are points of comparison. The findings from both studies
indicate that evaluators largely maintain technical control of the evaluation decisionmaking process. In the present study, program staff was identified as the stakeholder
group with the highest reported participation in the evaluation process. In the Cousins'
study, such fine distinctions were not made. Rather, that study reported that those
connected to the program—developers, mangers, funders, and implementers—had the
highest reported participation. Finally, both studies found high levels of stakeholder
participation in the data collection phase.
The findings from this study also side well with Rebien (1996) who argues that
one of the necessary criteria for an evaluation to be considered participatory is that
stakeholders are included as more than a mere data source. Information gathered from
the systematic review of evaluation reports, questionnaire, and interviews demonstrated
that many evaluators classify evaluations as participatory even if stakeholders have had a
limited role (i.e., consultation or providing data). Classifying these types as participatory
seems to be contradictory of the true intent of participatory evaluations.
Daigneault and Jacob's (2009) new participatory measurement instrument is
promising and certainly a much needed addition. However, the findings from this
dissertation raise questions as to its reliability and thus validity. The authors provide
some guidance on what constitutes each level of the continuum in the coding scheme.
The level of detail is somewhat ambiguous and that introduces concerns that ratings
might not be consistent across raters. This could be easily remedied with the inclusion of
more specific guidance for each level.

Finally, the findings from this study demonstrate that the vast majority of
participatory approaches to international development evaluation tend to be more
conservative than radical. While much of the debate surrounding participatory evaluation
focuses on more radical approaches such as empowerment evaluation, this study shows
that those types of approaches are the exception in international

development

evaluation. This study underscores the importance of precision and specificity in
detailing how participatory evaluation approaches are operationalized and implemented
in order to accurately discuss their merits and demerits.
Ultimately, each study makes incremental contributions to the field. Taken
together they help improve evaluation theory and practice. This dissertation presents the
findings of a study that was conducted to document current practice in participatory
approaches to international development evaluation in order to help improve evaluation
practice.

Limitations
Despite the high level of time and work spent planning and conducting this study, this
dissertation has numerous limitations. The biggest limitation of this study is the lack of
certainty that respondents are representative of the population

of international

development evaluators. Questionnaire respondents were recruited through posting on
evaluation listservs, e-mails sent to international evaluation association members, contact
with heads of monitoring and evaluation directors of I N G O s and bi-lateral and multilateral aid organizations, and personal contacts. Great effort was taken to ensure that
news about the study was distributed to as wide of an audience as possible in order to
increase the diversity of respondents as well as to maximize the number of respondents.
Interested individuals contacted the researcher and expressed interest in participating.

At worst,

findings

from the survey sample questionnaire might only be

generalizable to those with similar characteristics as respondents. As respondents selfselected to participate in the survey sample questionnaire, they demonstrated (i) an
interest in sharing their opinion and (ii) that they monitor professional listservs and'/or
are in contact with international development agencies. They may not share the same
opinions and experiences as the larger international development evaluator community.
The same limitation applies to interviews with international development evaluators.
That is, findings are limited to those individuals who responded to the survey sample
questionnaire. In other words, however useful the insights of the interviewees may be,
the

findings

may not be generalized to the entire population

of

international

development evaluators.
An additional limitation related to the questionnaire and interviews is that these
reflect merely respondents' perceptions, perspectives, and opinions. While understanding
how international development evaluators perceive participatory evaluation approaches
is important, they do not take the place of empirical studies that research the impact of
participatory evaluation approaches.
A limitation of the systematic review is that it is essentially a review of evaluation
reports and not the evaluations themselves. In other words, what is stated in the report
might not reflect what took place in the actual evaluation. Another serious limitation is
that these evaluation reports are only representative of the population from which they
were drawn. In this case, the population is publicly available international development
evaluations in 2004. There might be numerous evaluation reports that, for one reason or
another, were not made publicly available. Understandably, this greatly reduces the
generalizability of the findings from the systematic review. However, it should be stated
that this review was intended to provide additional insight into participatory evaluation

approaches in international development evaluations. In other words, this review
represents only one snapshot, and taken in isolation it does little to

deepen

understanding. However, when combined with the other data collection methods used in
the study it helps to provide a more complete picture of current practices in participatory
evaluation approaches in international development evaluations. While some might
question the use of evaluation reports that date back to 2004, this is only a minor
limitation because information gathered from the systematic review was triangulated
with a more current view from the perspective of current practitioners obtained from the
interviews. Finally, the major limitation of the systematic review was the limited number
of reports reviewed as well as the limited number of reports that were classified as
participatory. A better way of handling the systematic review would have been to begin
with a larger pool, filtering for participatory evaluations, and then sampling from among
the participatory evaluations.
Despite the limitations of the individual approaches, the combination of all three
data collection methods provides a much more accurate portrayal of current practice and
consequences of participatory approaches in international development evaluations.
Taken together, these methods reduce the weaknesses and biases of the individual
methods.

Future Research
Some of the limitations and lessons learned from this study gave rise to ideas for
improving future research into participatory approaches to international development
evaluation. In the following section, these suggestions are presented and discussed.
Before conducting future studies on participatory evaluation approaches to
international development evaluation, the framework used to classify such approaches

should be revised. First, two of the stakeholder groups (taxpayers and political
supporters) were not relevant for the international development context and should thus
be removed. Second, including a new stakeholder group, local N G O s (civil society
organizations in the countries and communities where development projects take place),
would be a worthwhile addition as numerous

respondents indicated that

such

stakeholders participate in their evaluations. Third, the extent of participation of
stakeholders and technical control of the evaluation process should be assessed for each
evaluation phase. The findings from this study revealed that the extent of participation
varies by stakeholder group and evaluation phase. This revision will provide greater
insight into the nature of stakeholder participation throughout all phases of the
evaluation process. Fourth, and finally, the framework should include a minimum
screening criterion for determining if an evaluation is participatory: Are stakeholders
included as more than a data source? If the answer to this question is negative, there is
no need for continuing to assess the ways and extent to which the evaluation was truly
participatory.
One area of research that merits future exploration is a study on the actual
impacts of participatory approaches to international development evaluation. As
mentioned in the limitations section above, the findings from the questionnaire and
interviews reveal the perceptions of international development evaluators. An empirical
study that examines the actual impacts of such approaches would be a great contribution
to the field. For example, a study could be conducted that contrasted a participatory
evaluation approach with that of a non participatory approach.
Another area for future research is to investigate the frequency with which and
the reasons why donors request participatory evaluation approaches which numerous
respondents reported to be one of the main reasons that they use participatory

evaluation approaches. This study has approached participatory evaluation approaches
from the perspective of international development evaluators. Understanding how often
and why donors or evaluation clients call for participatory methods to be used will help
put together another piece of the puzzle. On a related note, how do donors
conceptualize participatory evaluation approaches? D o donors have as widely varying
interpretations as evaluators do?
Finally, a recurrent theme throughout this dissertation was lack of time to
conduct participatory evaluations. Numerous respondents reported that evaluation
contracts do not provide sufficient time to allow for as fully a participatory evaluation
approach as they would prefer. Moreover, many evaluation RFPs call for pre-established
evaluation approaches that do not include participatory methods. Understanding the
nature of evaluation contracts including lead time and duration of evaluations will help
shed more light on this issue.

Concluding Remarks
Since the late 1970s participatory approaches have been widely promoted to evaluate
international development programs. Yet, while participatory evaluation approaches have
been extensively researched in the North American context, there has been surprisingly
little research on their use in international development. This dissertation has attempted
to contribute

to both

the evaluation

and

international

development

fields

by

documenting current practice and the perceived impacts of participatory evaluation
approaches to international development.
The findings of this study have shown that there is great variability in how
participatory approaches are utilized. Confusion over what is meant by participatory
evaluation extends to the donors who commission them and to the evaluators who

conduct them. Numerous evaluators contend that it is impossible to conduct a
participatory evaluation in the amount of time or money allocated by donors. Lack of
understanding of just what a participatory evaluation should be surely plays a role.
The lack of shared meaning of participatory evaluation approaches also impedes
serious discussion on their use including their merits and demerits, suggestions for their
improvement, and their overall effectiveness. Studies such as the one conducted for this
dissertation will shed light onto this widely used yet little studied approach to
international development evaluation.
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APPENDIX A
Acronyms
This appendix is intended to serve as a point of reference for the many acronyms that
occur throughout this dissertation.

AEA

American Evaluation Association

BA

Beneficiary Assessment

CE

Collaborative Evaluation

CRS

Catholic Relief Services

DAC

Development Assistance Committee

D-E

Democratic Evaluation

DE

Developmental Evaluation

EE

. Empowerment Evaluation

ERR

Economic Rate of Return

FAO

Food and Agricultural Organization

FtF

Farmer- to-Farmer

HPI

Heifer Project International

HSIRB

Human Subjects International Review Board

IIED

International Institute for Environment and Development

IOCE

International Organization for Cooperation in Evaluation

ODA

Official Development Assistance

OECD

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development

PAR

Participatory Action Research

PC

Peace Corps
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PE

Participatory Evaluation

PM&E

Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation

P-PE

Practical Participatory Evaluation

PR

Participatory Research

PRA

Participatory Rural Appraisal

RBM

Results Based Management

RRA

Rapid Rural Appraisal

SARAR

Social

Impact

Analysis,

Self-Esteem,

Associative

Resourcefulness, Action Planning, and Responsibility
S-BME

Stakeholder-based Model of Evaluation

SOW

Scope of Work

TIG

Topical Interest Group

TOR

Terms of Reference

T-PE

Transformative Participatory Evaluation

UFE

Utilization Focused Evaluation

UN

United Nations

USAID

United States Agency for International Development

WB

World Bank

Strength,

APPENDIX B
International Development Practice Questionnaire
This survey is being conducted to study current practice in international development
evaluations and is open to all evaluators who conduct international development
evaluations.
1.

Have you conducted evaluations of international development programs?
(screening question)
a.

Yes

b.

N o (If no, politely inform participants that they are excluded
from study)

Detailing How Stakeholders Typically Participate in your
Evaluation of International Development Programs
2.

3.

In general, which of the following
international development evaluations?

stakeholders

participate

a.

Funding agency staff

b.

Government

c.

Taxpayers

d.

Political supporters

e.

Program staff

f.

Recipients (users of the services or products)

g.

Those who were not included and were positively impacted

h.

Those who were not included and were negatively impacted

in

In which phases do stakeholders participate in international development
evaluations?
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a.

Evaluation design

b.

Data analysis

c.

Interpreting findings

d.

Developing recommendations

e.

Reporting of findings

f

Dissemination of findings

Who is typically in control of the evaluation process? For each of the
following check O N E space only.
Stakeholder

5.

I

I

I

I

Evaluator

In general, how do stakeholders participate?
No participation
Consultation only

I

I

I

I

Extensive participation

Familiarity and Experience with Participatory Evaluation
Approaches
6.

Are you familiar with participatory evaluation approaches?
a.

Yes

b.

No

7.

If yes, how do you define participatory evaluation?

8.

Have you used participatory approaches in international development
evaluations?
a.

Yes

b.

No

Questions 9-17 are for those respondents who indicatedjes to Question 6

9.

Which of the following types of participatory evaluation approaches have
you used? (Never, Sometimes, Often, Always, Unfamiliar with)
a.

Stakeholder-based model of Evaluation

b.

Practical Participatory Evaluation (P-PE)

c.

Transformative Participator)' Evaluation (T-PE)

d.

Democratic Evaluation

e.

Developmental Evaluation

f.

Empowerment Evaluation

g.

Participatory Action Research

h.

Participatory Rural Appraisal

i.

Community-based Participatory Research

j.

Emancipatory Action Research

k.

Cooperative Inquiry

1.

Other. Please describe.

10.

Please explain why you have used
international development evaluation.

11.

Approximately, what percentage of your evaluations of international
development programs have used participatory approaches since 2000?
During the 1990s? During the 1980s? During the 1970s?

12.

Based on your experience, what percentage of international development
evaluation RFPs call for the use of participatory approaches since 2000?
During the 1990s? During the 1980s? During the 1970s?

13.

Please indicate how the use of participatory approaches to international
development has impacted the following:

Decreased
Validity

)

participatory

No impact

approaches

Increased

in

Usefulness of evaluation findings
Buy-in
Fairness
Use of evaluation findings
Time constraints
Financial constraints
Social change
Stakeholder's technical research skills
Empowerment of stakeholders
Other. Please describe

14.

What are the greatest challenges of including stakeholders in evaluations
of international development programs?
a.

Determining which stakeholders to include

b.

Determining how stakeholders will participate

c.

Power issues

d.

Lack of stakeholder expertise

e.

Time consuming

f.

Other. Please describe.

15.

Please explain any problems you have experienced using participatory
approaches in international development evaluations.

16.

What strategies have you used to mitigate these problems?

17.

In what circumstances do participatory approaches to international
development evaluations work best?

Specific Evaluation Project
In this section, we would like for you to report on specific international development
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evaluations you have conducted using participatory methods. Please provide

Evaluation 1
18.

Agency/Donor who commissioned the evaluation:

19.

Year of evaluation:

20.

Type of evaluation:
a.

Formative

b.

Summative

21.

In the table below, please indicate which stakeholders participated in
each evaluation phase:
Evaluation
design

Data
Analysis

Developing
recommendations

Reporting of
findings

Dissemination
of findings

Funding agency staff
Taxpayers
Political supporters
Program staff
Recipients (users of the services or
products)
Those who were not included in the
program and were positively impacted
by the program
Those who were not included in the
program and were negatively
impacted by the program
O n a scale of 1 to 5, please indicate
how stakeholders participated in each
evaluation phase.
1= no participation/consultation only
2 = extensive participation

22.

Who was in control of the evaluation process? For each of the following
check O N E space only.
Evaluator

23.

I

I

I

I

Stakeholder

Why was participatory evaluation approach utilized?
a.

Client specifically requested

b. Was most appropriate for evaluation
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c. Always use participatory approaches

24.

Please describe the impact of the use of a participatory evaluation
approach?

Demographic Information
25.

How many years experience do you have conducting international
development evaluations?

26.

In total how many international development evaluations have you
conducted?

27.

What percentage of your time is allocated to evaluation activities?

28.

In what regions do you work? Select ALL that apply.
a.

Australia/New Zealand

b.

Caribbean

c.

Central America

d.

Eastern Africa

e.

Eastern Asia

f.

Eastern Europe

g-

Melanesia

h.

Micronesia

i.

Middle Africa

)•

Northern Africa

k.

North America

1.

Northern Europe

m.

Polynesia

n.

South America

o.

Southern Africa

p.

Southern Europe

q.

South-central Asia

r.

South-eastern Asia

s.

Western Africa

t.

Western Asia

u.

Western Europe

29.

What country do you call HOME?

30.

What is your primary organizational affiliation?

31.

In what sectors do you conduct evaluations? Select ALL that
a.

Agriculture

b.

Manufacturing

c.

Economics

d.

Community. Development

e.

Infrastructure

f.

Social services

g.

Education

h.

Health

i.

Humanitarian

j.

Trade/Commerce

k.

Tourism/Travel

1.

Energy

m.

Food/Beverages

n.

Financial

o.

Telecommunications
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32.

33.

p.

Transport

a.

Other. Please describe.

For what organizations do you most frequently conduct evaluations
a.

Bilateral organization (USAID, CIDA, D I F I D , AUSAID, etc.)

b.

Multi-lateral organization (World Bank, U N D P , UNICEF,.etc.)

c.

Regional aid agency (European Union)

d.

Charitable organization (Kellogg Foundation, Ford Foundation)

e.

Nongovernmental
Oxfam)

f.

Other. Please describe.

organization

How did you learn of this survey?
a.

Listserv (Specify)

b.

Client

c.

Colleague

d.

Other. Please describe.

(ActionAiD,

Mercy

Corps,
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APPENDIX D
Semi-structured Interview Protocol

In what ways do stakeholders participate in your evaluations?
Why do you include stakeholders in the evaluation process (e.g. pressure from clients,
specified in the RFP, most suitable approach)?
How did you identify which stakeholders would be included (e.g. donors, program staff,
impactees)?
In what stage of the evaluation did they participate (e.g. valuing, specifying the evaluation
questions, identifying modes of data collection, etc.)?
What were the impacts of using stakeholders (e.g. on evaluation quality, duration,
resources, validity)?
D o you plan on continuing to include stakeholders in the evaluation process? Why? Why
not?
What recommendations do you have for evaluators wishing to include stakeholders in
the evaluation process?
(For those interviewees who reported that they have not used stakeholders in
evaluations) What have you not used stakeholders in evaluations?
Are you familiar with these stakeholder/participatory approaches?
Have you heard of instances where these approaches were problematic? If so, please give
an example.
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APPENDIX E
List of Evaluation Reports Included in Review

ID

-#•
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Type of
Donor
Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Donor
U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

Aid
•Agency"
USAID

USAID

USAID

USAID

USAID

USAID

USAID

Title of Evaluation
Report •
Zambian Ministry of
Education :
education
management
information systems
(EMIS) and related
activities - external
program review
report
Assessing progress
related to
USAID/Macedonia's
strategic objective
3.4 : technical report
and results from the
2004 administration
Cooridors of hope
regional HIV/AIDS
cross-border
prevention program :
secondary analysis
and document
review
Demonstrating the
potential of private
health providers :
summary and
evaluation of
privatizing a
reproductive health
services project in
Uganda
40th day
congratulations card
campaign

An evaluation of
humanitarian
information centers
including case
studies of HICs for
Iraq, Afghanistan,
and Liberia
Final evaluation of
the government
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Sector
Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Sub Sector
Education

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Education

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Health &
population

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Health &
population

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Health &
population

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Social &
administrativ

Type
Grants

Region
Africa

/
technic
al coop.

Grants

Europe

/

&

technic
al
coop.

FSU

Grants

Africa

/
technic
al
coop.

Grants

/

Africa

-

technic
al
coop.

Grants

Central

/

&

technic
al
coop.

South
Americ
a

Government
& civil
society

Grants

Middle
East

Government

Grants

&

/

/
technic
al
coop.

Africa
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8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

USAID

USAID

USAID

USAID

USAID

USAID

USAID

USAID

accountability
improves trust
(GAIT) project
implemented by
CLUSA
(Cooperative League
of the United States
of America)
Faulu Kenya
Limited: Institutional
strengthening and
capacity building
programme : final
evaluation report
The Nigeria
governance and
corruption survey
and corruption
awareness
programme : an
evaluation
Evaluation of the
Kosovo independent
media program
[KIMP] : executive
summary
Brazil virtual
leadership
development
program [VLDP] :
internal evaluation
Shaping policy in
Mongolia : strategic
impacts of the
economic policy
support project
(EPSP)
Institutional
development
sendees for the
secondary cities
project: assessment
of the economic
impacts of the
project
Report of the
external evaluation
panel review FY
02B/03
bean/cowpea
collaborative
research support
program
Assessment of the
impact of USAID
support to the
Securities and
Exchange Board of
India and its future

e
infrastructure

civil society

technic
al
coop.

Economic
infrastructure

Other
economic
infrastructure

Grants

Government

Grants

&

/

civil society

technic
al
coop.

Social &
admini strati v
e
infrastructure

Social &
administrate
e
infrastructure
Social &
admirustrativ
e
infrastructure
Economic
infrastructure

Africa

/
technic
al
coop.
Africa

Government

Grants

Europe

&

/

&

civil society

FSU

Government

technic
al
coop.
Grants

&

/

&

civil society

technic
al
coop.
Grants

South
Americ
a
Asia &
Pacific

Finance

/

Central

technic
al
coop.
Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Water supply
& sanitation

Production

Agriculture

Grants

/

Middle
East

technic
al
coop.

Grants

Global

/
technic
al
coop.

Economic
infrastructure

Finance

Grants

/
technic
al
coop.

Asia&
Pacific

157
16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

U.S.

U.S.

Japan

Japan

Japan

Japan

Japan

USAID

USA1D

technical assistance
needs
Assessment of the
impact of USAID's
Peru-Ecuador
border region
development
program : final
report

Multisector

Multisector
(Environmen

Grants

Central

&

0

/
technic
al
coop.

South
Americ
a

Grants

Africa

Evaluation of
USAID's
humanitarian
response in the
Democratic Republic
of the Congo, 20002004

Humanitaria
n/
emergency/
disaster aid

Humanitaria
n/
emergency/
disaster aid

Country Assistance
Evaluation of
Uzbekistan and
Kazakhstan

Country
program

Country
program

Min. of
Foreign
Affairs

Evaluation of T h e
G r a n t Assistance for
Japanese N G O
Projects Modality

Aid
management

Other
Min.

P r o m o t i o n of
various cooperation
including financial
and technical
supports for
sustainable socioeconomic
development fo
developing countries
(policy-goal 6-2)
(Previously "Citizen
Participation in
Development")

Economic
infrastructure

International
Cooperation on
F o o d , Agriculture
and Farm Villages
(Previously "Forest
Management")
International
Contribution and
Coordination on the
Global E n v i r o n m e n t
Conservation
(Previously
"Coordination and
Provision of
Environment-related
Information, and the
D e v e l o p m e n t of the
Foundation of
Environmental
Policy")

Production

USAID

Other
Min.

Other
Min.

Aid
management

/
technic
al
coop.

Grants

Europe

/

&

technic
al
coop.
Grants

FSU

/ .
technic
al
coop.

Finance

Grants

/
technic
al
coop.

Agriculture

Grants

/
technic
al
coop.
Multisector

Multisector
(Environmen

Grants

t)

technic
al
coop.

/

No
target
region

No
target
region

No
target
region

No
target
region
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23

Bilateral

Japan

JICA

Grants
/
technic
al
coop.
Grants
/
technic
al
coop.

Africa

24

Bilateral

Japan

JICA

25

Bilateral

Japan

JICA

Water supply
& sanitation

Grants
/
technic
al
coop.

Asia&
Pacific

26

Bilateral

Japan

JICA

Economic
infrastructure

Other
economic
infrastructure

Grants
/
technic
al
coop.

Asia &
Paci fie

27

rBilateral

Japan

JICA

Production

Agriculture

Refinery Safety
Training Center
Project

Production

Industry,
mining &
construction

JICA

The Project on Risk
Management of
Hazardous Chemical
Substances

Multisector

Multisector
(Environmen
t)

Central
&
South
Americ
a
Central
&
South
Americ
a
Asia&
Pacific

JBIC

Thematic Evaluation
"Volunteer Program
(JOVC) - Case of
Malawi, Vanuatu and
Honduras
Zi'an-Ankang
Railway
Construction Project
(l)-(3)
Shanghai Baoshan
Infrastructure
Improvement
Project (1) (2)
Abstract of the
evaluation:
"Reaching target
groups with

Not
categorized/
Unspecified

Not
categorized/
Unspecified

Grants
/
technic
al
coop.
Grants
/
technic
al
coop.
Grants
/
technic
al
coop.
Lendin

28

Bilateral

Japan

JICA

29

Bilateral

Japan

30

Bilateral

Japan

Economic
infrastructure

Transportatio
n
& communications
Other
economic
infrastructure

Lendin
g

Water supply
& sanitation

Grants
/
technic
al

31

Bilateral

Japan

JBIC

32

Bilateral

Japan

JBIC

33

Bilateral

German
y

BMZ

Thematic Evaluation
on Communicable
Disease Control in
Africa (Kenya,
Zambia, and Ghana)
Technical
Cooperation Project
for Improvement
District Health
Services in South
Sulawesi
The Integrated
Development
Project in the
Waterlogged Area in
the Four-Lake Area
of Jianghan Plain,
Hubei Province
Evaluation by the
Third Party:
Thematic evaluation
on Economic
Partnership
(Malaysia, the
Philippines,
Indonesia and
Thailand)
The Project for
Agricultural
Development on
Sloped Terrains

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Health &
population

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Health &
population

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Economic
infrastructure

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Asia &
Pacific

Global

g

Asia&
Pacific

Asia &
Pacific

Africa

159

34

35

36

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

German
y

German
y

German
y

GTZ

GTZ

GTZ

37

Bilateral

German
y

KfW

38

Bilateral

German
y

KfW

39

Bilateral

German
y

KfW

40

Bilateral

German
y

i<av

41

Bilateral

German
y

i<av

42

Bilateral

Sweden

SIDA

43

44

45

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Sweden

Sweden

U.K.

SIDA

SIDA

DFID

upgrading
programmes run by
InWEnt - CrossSection Evaluation"
Macedonia: Support
of the professional
education in
technical
occupations
East African
Community: Support
of Regional Business
Organisations in
East Africa
(SRBOA-EA)
Project Progress
Review 2004
Cross section
evaluation to the
standard evaluation
fight of the youth
poverty
Cameroon: Water
Supply Bafoussam

Dominican Republic:
Social Investment
Fund "PROCOMUNIDAD"
Sri Lanka: Second
Expansion of
Sapugaskanda Diesel
Power Station
Georgia: Georgian
Micro-Credit Bank/
ProCredit Bank
Pakistan: Forestry
Project
Tarbela/Mangla
Textbooks for all
PPP -The first step
on a long journey:
Evaluation of the
Pilot Project for
Publishing in
Tanzania
Sida's Support to
Regional
Development Plans
in Lithuania, Part 11
Sida Support to Save
Catchment Council

Evaluation of

coop.

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Education

Economic
infrastructure

Other
economic
infrastructure

Multisector

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure
Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Grants

Europe

/

&

technic
al
coop.
Grants

FSU

technic
al
coop.

Multisector
(Environmen

Grants

t)

technic
al
coop.
Lendin
g

Water supply
& sanitation

Africa

/

/

Multipl
e
regions

Africa

Community/
urban
development

Lendin
g

&

Economic
infrastructure

Energy

Lendin
g

South
Americ
a
Asia &
Pacific

Economic
infrastructure

Finance

Lendin
g

Production

Agriculture

Lendin
g

FSU
Middle
East

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Education

Grants

Africa

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Community/
urban
development

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Water supply
& sanitation

Humanitaria

Humanitaria

Central

Europe

&

/
technic
al
coop.

Grants

Europe

/

&

technic
al
coop.
Grants

FSU

Africa

/
technic
al
coop,
Grants

Global
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46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

Bilateral

BDateral

U.K.

Swit2erland

Norway

Canada

Denmar
k

Denmar
k

Ireland

Joint
donors

Joint
donors

DFID

NORA
D

C1DA

CIDA

Conflict Prevention
Pools

n/
emergency/
disaster aid

n/
emergency/
disaster aid

General budget
support evaluability
study volume I & II

Other
categories

Administrativ
e
expenses

SDC's Interaction
with Swiss NGOs

Aid
management

Towards a Strategic
Framework for
Peacebuilding:
Getting Their Act
Together Overview
report of the Joint
Utstein Study of
Peacebuilding
Caribbean Regional
Program Evaluation

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Country
program

Min. of
Foreign
Affairs

Meta-Evaluation,
Private and Business
Sector Development
Interventions

Production

Mm. of
Foreign
Affairs

Farm Women in
India

Multisector

DC1

Lesotho Country
Programme
Evaluation
(Previously "South
African Country
Strategy Review
2001-2003")
Addressing the
Reproductive Health
Needs and Rights of
Young People since
ICPD - The
Contribution of
UNFPA and IPPF Synthesis Report
Multi-project
evaluations
Evaluation of
General Budget
Support country
report - Burkina
Faso Country Report

Country
program

Aid
management

/
technic
al
coop.
Grants
technic
al
coop.
Grants

/

Government

technic
al
coop.
Grants

&

/

civil society

Country
program

Industry,
mining &
construction

Multisector
(Other
issues)

Country
program

Global

/

No
target
region

Central

&

technic
al
coop.

South
Americ
a

Grants

Global

7
technic
al
coop.
Grants

/

Asia &
Pacific

technic
al
coop.
Grants

Africa

/
technic
al
coop.
Grants

Global

/
technic
al
coop.

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Health &
population

Other
categories

Administrativ
e
expenses

Grants

Global

/
technic
al
coop.

Grants

/
technic
al
coop.

Africa

161
55

56

57

Bilateral

EU

Multi. I
(Lendin

Joint
donors

Joint evaluation of
effectiveness and
impact of the
enabling
development policy
of the world food
p r o g r a m m e (WFP) Bangladesh Country
Study Multi-project
evaluations

Not
categorized/
Unspecified

Not
categorized/
Unspecified

EU
(Europe
Aid)

Evaluation of
European
Commission's
Country Strategy for
Lesotho
PPAR/Ghana/Prim
ary School
Development &
Basic Education
Sector I m p r o v e m e n t
Projects

Country
program

Country
program

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Education

P P A R / R e p u b l i c of
Indonesia/Coral
Reef Rehabilitation
and Management
Program Project
Phase I
PPAR/Sri
Lanka/Energy
Services Delivery,
and Second Power
Distributiopn and
Transmission
Projects

Multisector

Multisector
(Environmen

Economic
infrastructure

Energy

P P A R / R e p u b l i c of
Latvia/Agricultural
D e v e l o p m e n t and
Rural Development
Projects
Zimbabwe Country
Assistance
Evaluation

Production

Agriculture

Country
program

Country
program

g

Bosnia-Herzegovina:
Country Assistance
Evaluation

Country
program

Country
program

Lendin

Europe

g

&

PPAR: Water Supply
and Sanitation
Rehabilitation
Projects Phase I
(Grant 8185T M I T F I ) and Phase
II (Grant 8189TIMIFI) in TimorLeste
PPAR: Road Overlay

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Water supply

Lendin

&

g

Asia&
Pacific

Economic

Transportatio

Lendin

Asia&

World
Bank

g
agencies

)
58

Multi. 1
(Lendin

World
Bank

g
agencies

)
59

Multi. 1
(Lendin

World
Bank

g
agencies

)
60

Multi. I
(Lendin

World
Bank

g
agencies

)
61

Multi. I
(Lendin

World
Bank

g
agencies

Lendin
g

Asia&
Pacific

Lendin

Africa

g

Lendin

Africa

g

Lendin
g

Asia&
Pacific

t)

g

Lendin

Asia&
Pacific

Lendin

Europe

g

&
FSU

Lendin

Africa

)
62

Multi. I
(Lendin

World
Bank

g
agencies

FSU

)
63

Multi. I
(Lendin

ADB

g
agencies

)

64

Multi. 1

ADB

sanitation
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(Lendin
g
agencies

)
65

Multi. I
(Lendin

ADB

g
agencies

)
66

Multi. I
(Lendin

IMF N

g
agencie
67

s)
Multi. I
(Lendin

IADB

g
agencie
68

s)
Multi. I
(Lendin

IADB

g
agencie
69

s)
Multi. I
(Lendin

EBRD

g
agencie
70

s)
Multi. I
(Lendin

AfDB

g
agencie
71

s)
Multi. I
(Lendin

WFP

g
agencie
72

s)
Multi. I
(Lendin

WFP

g
agencie
s)

73

Multi. I
(Lendin

WFP

g
agencie
74

s)
Multi. I
(Lendin
g
agencie
s)

UNDP

and Improvement
Project in
Bangladesh (Loan
1287-BANfSF])
PPAR: Secondary
Education
Development
Project (Lan 1196N E P fSFl) in Nepal

infrastructure

n
& communications

Social &.
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Education

Issues Paper —
Evaluation of the
Financial Sector
Assessment Program
(FSAP) •

Aid
management

Aid
management

Lendin

Evaluation of the
M I F Projects:
Business
developmen services

Production

Industry,
mining &
construction

Lendin

Central

g

&

Country Program
Evaluation (CPE):
E c u a d o r 1990-2002

Country
program

Leasing C o m p a n y
Summary of the
Operation
Performance
Evaluation Review

Economic
infrastructure

Tanzania: T A N Z A M
Highway
Rehabilitation PPER

Economic
infrastructure

Transportauo
n
& communications

Lendin

Summary Report of
the Thematic
Evaluation of P R R O
(Relief and Recovery
Operation) Category

Humanitaria
n/
emergency/
disaster aid

Humanitaria
n/
emergency/
disaster aid

Grants

Summary Report of
the Evaluation of the
West Africa Coastal
Regional Protracted
Relief and Recovery
Operations, In
Guinea, Liberia and
Sierra Leone

Humanitaria
n/
emergency/
disaster aid

Humanitaria

Full Report of the
Review of the
U N J L C Core Unite.
M a y - J u n e 2004

Aid
management

Aid
management

Final evaluation of
IND/97/451:
Academy for
Development
Sciences SubP r o g r a m m e Under
GOI-UNDP

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

g

Pacific

Lendin

Asia&
Pacific

g

g

(No
target
region/
country

)

Country
program

South
Americ
a
Lendin

Central

g

&

•

South
Americ
a
Finance

Lendin

Europe

g

&
FSU

n/
emergency/
disaster aid

Community/
urban
development

Africa

g

Africa

/
technic
al
coop.
Grants

Africa

/
technic
al
coop.

Grants

/
technic
al
coop.
Grants

/
technic
al
coop.

No
target
region

Asia&
Pacific
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75

76

Multi. I
(Lendin
g
agencie
s)
Multi. I
(Lendin
g
agencie
s)

UNDP

UNDP

Community-Based
Pro-Poor Initiatives
(CGPPI) Programme
Integrated Solid
Waste Management

Case Study:
Transparent
Municipalities:
UNDP Ecuador
(MUNICIPIOS
TRANSPARENTES

Social &
administrate
e
infrastructure
Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Water supply
& sanitation

Grants

/

Asia&
Pacific

Government

technic
al
coop.
Grants

Central

&

/

&

civil society

technic
al
coop.

South
Americ
a

Grants

Asia&
Pacific

)
77

78

79

80

81

82

83

Multi. I
(Lendin
g
agencie
s)

UNDP

Multi. I
(Lendin
g
agencie
s)

UNDP

Multi. 1
(Lendin
g
agencie
s)

UNDP

Multi. I
(Lendin
g
agencie
s)
Multi. I
(Lendin
g
agencie
s)

UNDP

Multi. I
(Lendin
g
agencie
s)
Multi. I

UNDP

UNDP

UNDP

Outcome Evaluation
Report: Poor
Communities
exercise their right to
self-organization and
to build alliances
Mid-term
Performance
Evaluation of
Resettlement and
Reintegration
Projects in Gisenyi
and KJbuye
Provinces Financed
by UNDP in
Collaboration with
Government of
Rwanda
(MINALOC)
Development and
Implementation of
the Lake
Peipsi/Chudskoe
Basin Management
Programme
Energy and
Environment UNDP
Bhutan

Climate Change
Mitigation in
Ukraine Through
Energy Efficiency in
Municipal District
Heating (Pilot
Project in Rivne)
Stage
Certification des
appareils
Electromenagers du
froid en Tunisie
Mid-term Evaluation

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Community/
urban
development

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Community/
urban
development

Grants

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Community/
urban
development

Grants

Economic
infrastructure

Energy

Economic
infrastructure

Production

Multisector

/
technic
al
coop.

technic
al
coop.

Industry,
mining &
construction

Multisector

Africa

/
technic
al
coop.
Grants

/

Energy

Africa

/

Asia &
Pacific

technic
al
coop.
Grants

Europe

/

&

technic
al
coop.

FSU

Grants

/

Middle
East

technic
al
coop.
Grants

Africa

164
Conserving
Mountain
Biodiversity in
Southern Lesotho

(Lendin
g
agencie
84

s)
Multi. I
(Lendin

UNDP

g
agencie
85

s)
Multi. I
(Lendin

UNDP

g
agencie
86

s)
Multi. I
(Lendin

UNDP

g
agencie
87

s)
Multi. I
(Lendin

UNDP

g
agencie
s)

88

Multi. 1
(Lendin

UNICE
F

g
agencies

)

89

Multi. I
(Lendin

UNICE
F

g
agencies

)
90

Multi. I
(Lendin

UNICE
F

g
agencies

)
91

Multi. I
(Lendin

UNICE
F

g
agencies

)
92

Multi. 1
(Lendin

UNICE
F

(Environmen

/

t)

technic
al
coop.
Grants

Capacity Building of
Environmental
Planning and
Biodiversity
Conservation

Multisector

PRADAN (GOIU N D P Communitybased Pro-Poor
Initiative (CBPPI)
program)

Multisector

Country Evaluation:
Assessment of
Development
Results
(Mozambique)

Country
program

O u t c o m e Evaluation
Report: "Sustainable
Disarmament,
Demobilization and
Reintegration of ExCombatants and
Conversion of
Military Assets to
Civilian Use":
Tajikistan

Not
categorized/
Unspecified

Not
categorized/
Unspecified

Prevention of
Mother-to-Child
Transmission of
H I V in Manica and
Sofala Provinces: A
Quantitative and
Qualitative Project
Evaluation (2004
MOZ)

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

Health &
population

Evaluation of
U N I C E F ' s Capactiy
Development
Strategy in Bosnia &
Herzegovina 20022004 (2004 B H G )

Social &
administrativ
e
infrastructure

A m a z o n Project:
P r o m o t i o n of
Sustainable H u m a n
D e v e l o p m e n t Along
the Santiago River
(2004 PRU)
Assessment of
UNICEF's
Contribution to U N
Reform and Its
Impact on U N I C E F
in the Humanitarian
Sector (2004 Global)
Evaluation of
E C / F A O Seed

Multisector

Multisector
(Environmen
t)

Multisector
(Environmen

0
Country
program

Africa

/
technic
al
coop.
Grants

/

Asia&
Pacific

technic
al
coop.
Grants

Africa

/
technic
al
coop.

Aid
management

Grants

Europe

/

&

technic
al
coop.

FSU

Grants

Africa

/
technic
al
coop.

Government

Grants

Europe

&

/

&

civil society

technic
al
coop.

FSU

Multisector
(Environmen

Grants

Central

/

&

t)

technic
al
coop.

South
Americ
a

Aid
management

Grants

Global

/
technic
al
coop.

Production

Agriculture

Grants

/

Middle
East
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Project
GCP/AFG/018
Afghanistan
Report: AutoEvaluation
P r o g r a m m e Entity
224PI Forestry
Information

g
agencies
93

)

Multi. I
(Lendin

FAO

g
agencies

)
94
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